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Internationally known as the melting pK)t, the United States has for decades
opened its doors and welcomed immigrants from nations around the world to these
shores. “Give me your tired, your poor, your huddled masses yearning to breathe free” is
the invitation engraved into the base of the Statue of Liberty that beckons migrants to this
nation. For more than a century, thousands of immigrants have flocked to the United
States answering Lady Liberty’s call. Seeking to make a better life for themselves and
their families, they travel by land, air, water, and foot to reach America. They come in
search of a new beginning. They come to find freedom, happiness, and prosperity here in
the United States ofAmerica, the land of opportunity. In 1991 alone, the nation received
more than 1.8 million immigrants and the opportunity existed for many of them (81.7
percent of those admitted under the legalization provision of the Immigration Reform
and Control Act of 1986) be gainfully employed in agricultural occupations.'
In 1990, the country’s law of the land on immigration (the Immigration Act of
1991) provided significant revisions in numerical limits, special preference status to
‘U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service, 1991 Statistical Yearbook ofthe Immigration and
Naturalization Service (Washington, D C.: Government Printing Office, 1992), 15
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maintain the family unit, and employment-based preferential status.^ Under the latter
provision, 59,525 immigrants were granted entry into the U.S. in 1991 in order to be
absorbed into the labor-force.^ Yet, the view held by restrictionists is that immigrants
over saturate the labor-force and swipe job opportunities from natives. In view of the
historical fervor over immigrants, it is interesting to note that the numerical limit set for
employment-based immigrant preference status for 1991 was 59,000.'’ It increased
significantly the following year to 140,000.^
For the past decade, many politicians have expressed grave concern over the need
for the United States to reduce the flow of immigrants. In 1995, the U.S. Commission on
Immigration Reform concluded that reducing the number of immigrants would be in the
nation's best interest.*^ President William (Bill) Clinton agreed with their findings and
vowed to formulate a tougher immigration policy. Clinton’s promise to toughen
immigration policy emphasized efforts to reduce the number of immigrants coming to
the United States and doubling the Border Patrol to reduce illegal entry. He also
considered substantially stiffening the penalties for immigration document fraud and for





"David Bowermaster, “Closing the Golden Door,” U.S. News & WorldReport, 25 September 1995, 42.
'U.S. President, Public Pcpers of the Pre.'iident of the United States (Washington, D.C.: Office of the
Federal Register, National Archives and Records Service, 1995), William J. Clinton, 1995, 647.
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Statement of the Problem
Many lawmakers and voters plead that the immigrant population places an undue
burden on the nation. For example, over the past 12 years, the number of legal
immigrants applying for Supplemental Security Income has increased by 580 percent.*
Additionally, 20 percent of the nation's foreign bom population arrived within the last
five years, most ofwhom are still living in refugee camps.’
Several states, California, Texas, and Florida in particular, have been severely
affected by the overflow of immigrants and have taken drastic actions to tackle the
problem. Proposition 187 in California, for example, pitches the state’s disgruntled
Anglos against illegal immigrants. Known popularly as Save Our State (S.O.S.),
Proposition 187 strips more than two million illegal immigrants of their rights to welfare,
non-emergency health care, and public schooling for their children. S.O.S. has now
become one of the hottest political issues in the country.
Although health, education, and welfare are directly addressed by Proposition
187, the issue of employment or occupational structure of immigrants has now become
the focus of attention. Does the influx of immigrants, both legal and illegal, benefit or
adversely affect the American economy? Is the occupational structure among the
immigrant population different from that of the U.S. population? If it is different, how?
Is there a significant displacement effect of the immigrant population on the
employment level of the U.S. population? Is there truly a need for laws to limit the
*Bowermaster, “Closing the Golden Door,” 42,
^bid.
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number of immigrants who enter the country and secure employment, based upon
American perception? It is the intent of this study to answer these questions.
Objectives of the Study
The major objective of this study is to examine the differential occupational
structures among the immigrant population and that of the U.S. population. A
comparison of the data for these structures seeks to determine any significant differences
and any correlation among them. The results of this analysis will determine the answers
to the questions posed in the preceding section.
One factor addressed by this study is the influx of immigrants, both legal and
illegal, into the United States and the relationship such activity has to the U.S. economy.
The objective is to determine if such influx benefits or adversely affects the nation’s
economy. In view of the historical fervor over the issue of immigration and the ever¬
present idea that immigrants take jobs that would otherwise be available for U.S.
citizens, another aspect of the study deals with the employment level of the U.S.
population. The objective is to determine whether there is a significant displacement
effect on the employment level of the U.S. population caused by the immigrant employed
population. An analogy of the data of the occupational structures will determine if the
immigrant population’s employment level in selected job categories and fields is
significantly different from that of the experienced unemployed U.S. population. The
findings will point to whether or not a displacement effect correlation exists, which can
be attributed to the immigrant employed population.
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Historically, the American perception, or at least a majority of its population,
holds the opinion that the displacement of the experienced unemployed U S. population
is caused by the immigrant employed population. The objective of this study is to
analyze the data of recent employment statistics for the immigrant population and for the
experienced unemployed U.S. population to determine if such a perception is statistically
justified.
Generally, the perception, which has become common among many in the U.S., is
that it is obvious to anyone that every job secured by an immigrant means one less job
available for a U.S. citizen.This researcher’s concern is that this perception may not be
factually based as many opponents of immigration would like everyone to believe. Other
factors that may affect employment rates include the following: (1) how immigrants
often hold positions that are not desirable to most Americans, (2) how qualifications
and experience ofjob candidates guide employers in the U.S. when decisions are made to
fill positions with someone other than a U.S. citizen, (3) how immigrants are employed
in family-owned businesses, and (4) how job candidates’ salary requirements influence
employer decisions. These relatively unexplored points, as well as others, substantiate
that there is more to learn concerning the possibility of immigrant displacement effect on
the employment level of the U.S. population. Data analysis is a more logical process
than simply going with the common perception that immigrants take jobs from
''l)ocumented evidence of the American Perception towards immigrants and their impact on the U.S.
economy and labor-market is shown in The Federation for American Immigration Reform, “Polls on
Immigration,” March 1998; available from http;//www.fairus.org/04120604.htm; Internet; accessed 20
September 1998.
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Americans. Determining the significance of a displacement effect is a central objective
of this study.
The final objective of this study is to determine if, based upon American
perception, there is truly a need for laws that limit the number of immigrants who enter
the country for the purpose ofemployment. The process of reasonable deduction was
used to develop this writer’s opinion that the American perception, about this aspect of
immigration, is relative to the American experience. If it is a negative experience, it can
be reasonably deduced that the American perception \vill sway towards the establishment
and reinforcement of laws that limit employment-based entry of immigrants. On the
other hand, if the American experience has not been directly affected by the participation
of immigrants in the U.S. labor force, then the American perception would likely
coincide with the idea of generous or flexible laws regarding the entry of immigrants for
purposes ofemployment. Perceptions are relevant since they have the potential to
translate into policies when one considers that those who are voted into office to make
policies do so based on the concerns of their constituents.
Many authors have elaborated on views held by the general population on the
impact of immigrants on the U.S. economy and labor market. Consequently, it was not
necessary in conducting this study to do an actual first generation survey. It would, more
than likely, yield the same or similar results as those described by published authors.
Moreover, a first generation survey was not necessary to gain a working knowledge of
popular opinion. The preference was to engage in a descriptive analysis of the data
relative to this study rather than blindly embracing unsubstantiated perceptions.
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Certainly, there exist additional factors aside from employment and displacement
effect that drive the American perception on the issue of immigration laws. Nonetheless,
for the purpose of this study, the scope was narrowed to those selected factors relating to
employment and occupational structures of the immigrant population.
Scope of the Study
This study seeks to compare the occupational structures of the immigrant
population and that of the U S. population. Subsequently, the components of the
immigration issue for this study include the identification of specific differences and
similarities of the occupational structures and any existing correlations. It focuses on
several components of the immigration issue encompassed in the existence and make up
of the occupational structures of that population as well as the U.S. population. The
Review ofthe Literature on immigration consists of a historical perspective of
immigration that delineates perceptions held by the U.S. population. There is a canvass
of the immigration laws and a brief look at the issue of illegal aliens in the United States.
Additional components include a look at the economic impact of immigration on the
country and the various fields of employment that members of the identified populations
occupy.
The intent of this study is not to provide a scope which extends beyond the point
of generality on the issue of the laws governing immigration into this country. The
immigrant occupational structure is alfected by the U.S. laws, past and present, and the
scope of this study explores not only the employment facet of immigrants but also their
8
economic impact on the country. The economic impact includes immigrant participation
in the labor force as well as in the country’s social institutions, specifically those offering
healthcare, education, and welfare. Additionally, the study looks at the perception of
U.S. citizens towards immigrants employed in the United States thereby offering a more
defined scope on those in the country’s labor market. It also looked at the American
perception of the laws and whether or not limits need to exist on the number of
immigrants admitted for employment-based purposes.
The scope of this study briefly looked at the issue of illegal immigrants and the
inability of the U.S. laws to effectively address their presence and to halt the continued
influx into this country. Although the issue of illegal immigrants is important to the
general topic of immigrant employment and economic impact on this country, it is not
the primary focus of this study. This study is mainly concerned with the employment and
economic impact factors relative to legal immigrants.
9
Definitions of Terras
For the definitions of certain pertinent terms, this study relied on various credible
sources;
Alien - any person who is not a citizen of the United States.'' There are two types
of aliens; legal and illegal. Legal is further classified into two types, temporary residents
(tourists, students, refugees, asylees, etc.) and permanent residents.'^
Illegal Alien - Any foreign-bom person present in the United States who is in a
deportable status, including for example those who entered the country illegally, a
foreign student or tourist who departs beyond the authorized period. More narrowly
defined, it includes only those who have established residence and intend to remain here
permanently.'^
Deportable Alien - An alien in the United States subject to any of the five
grounds of deportation specified in the Immigration and Nationality Act. This includes
any alien illegally in the United States, regardless of whether the alien entered the
country illegally or entered legally but subsequently violated the terms of his or her
visa.
Asylee - A foreign resident who fled his or her own country because of fear of
"Nicholas Capaldi, ed,. Immigration, Debating the Issues (New York: Prometheus Books, 1997), 9.
'■James Smith and Barry Edmonston, eds.. The New Americans: Economic, Demographic, andFiscal
Effects of Immigration (Washington, DC. National Academy Press, 1997), 21.
"Ibid.
‘■'U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service, 1991 Statistical Yearbook of the Immigration and
Naturalization Ser\’ice, A.3-3.
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persecution. An asyiee seeks protection within the United States or at a port of entry and
is generally admitted to the United States as a non-immigrant, although this status may
be adjusted later.
Refugee - Any person who is outside the United States and outside of his or her
country of nationality who is unable or unwilling to return to that country because of
persecution or a well-founded fear of persecution. Refugees apply for admission to an
Immigration and Naturalization Service official outside the United States."'
Student - As a non-immigrant class of admission, an alien coming temporarily to
the United States to pursue a full course of study in an approved program in either an
academic (college, university, seminary, conservatory, academic high school, elementary
school, other institution, or language training program) or a vocational or other
recognized non-academic institution.
Citizen of the United States - According to the Constitution, is any person bom
in the United States (including Puerto Rico, Guam, Virgin Islands, Northern Mariana
Islands) or who has been naturalized.
Immigrant - A person granted legal permanent residence in the United States.
He or she either arrives in the United States with an immigrant visa issued abroad, or
‘^Smith and Edmonston, eds.. The New Americans: Economic, Demographic, andFiscal Effects of
Immigration, 22.
'nbid., 22.
Immigration and Naturalization Service, 199] Statistical Yearbook of the Immigration and
Naturalization Service, A.3-10.
‘*Smith and Edmonston, eds., Ihe New Americans, 12.
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may adjust his or her status in the U S. from temporary to permanent residence.
Foreign-born - An individual who was bom in a country other than the United
States ofAmerica.
Native-born -An individual who was bora in the United States and is considered
a U.S. citizen, regardless of the family lineage.^'
Occupation - For an alien entering the United States or adjusting without a labor
certification, occupation refers to the employment held in the country of last or legal
residence or in the United States.
Occupational Structure - The categories ofjobs and various work professions,
which for the purpose of this study, include: (1) professional specialty and technical,
(2) executive administrative, and managerial, (3) sales, (4) administrative support,
5) precision production, craft, and repair, (6) operator, fabricator, and laborer,
(7) farming, forestry, and fishing, and (8) service.
Assimilation - Groups may become more alike culturally and interact with one
another more freely.
'TJ.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service, 1991 Statistical Yearh<x}k ofthe Immigration and
Naturalization Service, 15.
^U.S. Department ofCommerce, We the American Foreign Born, 1993, 1.
■'Smith and Edmonston, eds., The Ne\i’Americans, 82,
^%id., A 3-7.
-'Ibid., 134.
■'Martin N. Marger, Race andEthnic Relations: American andGlobal Persfxctives ( California:
Wadsworth Publishing Company, 1991), 115.
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Cultural Pluralism - The idea that the valuable cultural qualities each immigrant
group brought with it ought to be preserved; achievement of a harmony among diverse
ethnic and national elements, each ofwhich retained its own distinctive identity.
Pluralism - Groups may remain culturally distinct and socially segregated.^*’
Limitations of the Study
Limitations of the study relate directly to regulations of federal laws and those
who ignore them. Since illegal immigrants do not notify governmental officials of their
presence in this country, it is extremely difficult to obtain accurate data on the actual size
of the illegal immigrant population in the United States. It is equally difficult to
ascertain information on the occupational structure of these immigrants since the exact
whereabouts of their work locations are not made available to authorities.
The Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) foils many attempts to gain
illegal entry by use of falsified immigration documents and marriages of convenience but
many immigrants enter the country through other means undetected. Since the INS is
unable to identify each case of an illegal entry, it must estimate the numbers for those
particular immigrants. This serves as a limitation of the study because the numbers for
the illegal immigrant population are not based on an actual count. Consequently, this
study utilizes the data available for the legal immigrant population in the United States.
^’Handlin, Immigration as a Factor in American History, 147.
“Marger, Race and Ethnic Relations, 115,
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Limitations of the study also exist with the exacting of numbers for legal
immigrants because: (1) many of them adjust their status from temporary to permanent
residence at different times than at migration, (2) there are categories ofmigrants who
did not fall under preference provisions of the law but were admitted and not counted,
such as refugees, parolees, and asylees, and (3) aliens who permanently leave the United
States and are not counted.
In view of the limitations of the study, an avenue to be considered when trying to
understand these limits and their impact on the study is the utilization and manipulation
of the data. This process involves the identification and testing of differences among
certain categories of the occupational structures for immigrants. If the results show that
the difference is significant, then a review of other categories is possible to pinpoint, for
example, which country contributes more immigrants to certain categories within the
occupational structure. The purpose of such data manipulation is to identify any direct or
indirect correlations which may serve, particularly in future research, as a means to
reduce the limitations of the study or lead one further to draw further conclusions based
on these correlations.
Organization of the Dissertation
This dissertation has six chapters. Chapter I consists of the Introduction,
Statement of the Problem, Objectives of the Study, Scope of the Study, Definitions of
Terms, Limitations of the Study, and this section on Organization of the Dissertation.
Chapter II is a Historical Perspective on Immigration. Chapter III is a Review of the
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Literature. Chapter IV is the Methodology, Analytical Procedures, Hypotheses, Sources
ofData, and Measurement of Variables. Chapter V is Data Analysis. Chapter VI is
Summary, Conclusions, and Recommendations.
CHAPTER II
HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE OF IMMIGRATION
Understanding the history of a people is important to their survival. The same
holds true of a country since the events that occurred in the past enabled its progression
for the future. It is often said that before one can get to where one is going, he or she
must understand where he or she has been. The same holds true for a country. The past
is important. The Jews serve as a prime example of the importance in remembering the
past. It is to their credit that they refuse to allow the world to forget the holocaust.
Remembrance of the past is key to never letting that travesty in history repeat itself
While there is not always a travesty associated with a reflection on the past, it is
important in understanding the issue of immigration to at least look at its beginning. In
reflecting on the history of immigration one can identify the path of its progression to the
present. In the article “U.S. Immigration History,” this ideal is clearly expressed;
A knowledge of how immigration has worked in our country in the past
helps put present immigration into perspective. For example, when you are
aware of past periods of expansion and contraction of immigration, you
readily understand that efforts to reduce the current unprecedented level of
immigration have ample historical precedent. ‘
'The Federation ofAmericans for Immigration Reform (FAIR), “U.S. Immigration History,” April 1997;
available from http;//www.fairus.org/history.htm; Internet; accessed 27 July 1998.
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For as long as the United States has been in existence, immigration has been an
integral part of its tradition. Many people, particularly politicians, talk about the issue of
immigration and say with great frequency that the United States is a nation of
immigrants. The late Barbara Jordan, Chair, U.S. Commission on Immigration Reform,
said with poetic eloquence:
We are a nation of immigrants, dedicated to the rule of law. That is
our history and it is our challenge to ourselves ... It is literally a matter
ofwho we are as a nation and who we become as a people ... E Pluribus
Unum. Out ofmany, one. One people. The American people.^
The phrase is stated so often that it resounds like a common cliche. Nevertheless, it
holds a profound truth about the history of this great country. It also serves as the
keystone in the controversial debate over immigration and immigrants. The truth being
that the United States is a nation of immigrants and a country built by immigrants.
Many authors echo this sentiment and one in particular, Bernard Weisberger,
states in his article, “A Nation of Immigrants,” that “the United States was created by
settlers who arrived from elsewhere, who deliberately and calculatedly invited and urged
others to follow them, and who encouraged the process in ways that were unique.”^
Another author, Kenneth Jost, maintains that “from its birth, the United States has owed
its very existence to immigrants.”** According to Jost, immigrants contributed to the
advancement of the United States in many ways including participation in the prosperous
^“Becoming an American: fmmigration and Immigration Policy,” U.S. Commission on Immigration
Reform (Washington, D C.: Government Printing Office, 1997), foreword.
^Bernard Weisberger, “A Nation ofImmigrants,”y4wer/can//m7flg^e 45 (February-March 1994): 76.
‘'Kenneth Jost “Cracking Down on Immigration: Should Government Benefits and Services be Cut Off?”
COResearcher 5, no. 5 (February 1995): 106.
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expansion of the country westward and to the development of its great cities and
industrialization.^ In his book. Emigration and Immigration, Richard Smith offers that
“in one sense all the inhabitants of the United States are immigrants or the descendants
of immigrants.”*
Smith remains cognizant of the fact that before the documented periods of
immigration, these lands were not empty of human life form. While he highlights that all
of the inhabitants of this country are themselves immigrants or the descendants of
immigrants, he identifies an exception. He points out that “the only exception would be
the few descendants of the aborigines, who still exist, but in a position of insignificance
and utter inferiority.”’
The article “Emigration and Immigration” went further to clarify the actual party
to whom he credits the establishment of the United States. Smith contends that there is a
significant difference between those who charter the land and those who migrate to a
country where the laws of the land and ways of the people are already established. Smith
describes the former as colonists and the latter as nothing more than immigrants. The
colonists came at a time when the land was in its original form. Smith writes of the
colonists’ experience “when it was unclaimed wilderness, and their toil and sacrifices
established a great commonwealth.”* He looks at the colonists and the immigrants as
%id.




two distinct parties and separates their contributions to the country. Smith makes the
comparison between the two by writing;
To the first belongs the glory of having established the state and given
to the new country its institutions, laws, customs and language. They are,
in a sense, the founders and proprietors of the new state, and they have a
right to guard its institutions from alien influences, if they should threaten
danger to their integrity.’
The author continues his candid evaluation of the significance of the contributions of the
second party. He mentions how the immigrants were able to reap the benefits of those
who went before them:
The second, the immigrants who have not shared the dangers of the
period of settlement, occupy a subordinate position. They are not there
through any merit of their own, but by consent and upon invitation of the
original colonists. It is true that they have aided in the material
development of the country and in that respect have been of great service,
but they are still merely immigrants; they are not the founders of the state.
Smith praises the colonists for crossing the frontier and cultivating the lands for
the progression of the nation. He guards against extending significant recognition of the
immigrants for their service, no matter how great or small, to the development of the
country. And of the aborigines, although he acknowledges their original ownership of
the land, his writings do not praise their efforts to sustain it. Smith does not extend to the
aborigines any significant recognition for their role during the beginning stages of the
country. This practice of cultural overlooking remains common throughout the history of




To make an analogy between the colonists and the immigrants seems
insignificant looking at the obvious progression of the nation. It seems of little
importance to focus on such a trivial aspect of history as to who did what for the country.
Yet, the simple cliche that the United States is a nation of immigrants and was built by
immigrants still resounds the world over. For that simple statement to contain such
profound truth, it becomes apparent that the distinction must be relevant and that who
contributed what is an important aspect of the historical perspective. Therefore, Richard
Smith’s efforts to make the distinction clear to any reader are not in vain. His deliberate
task to separate the level of the distinction between the colonists and immigrants is
pertinent to the historical record on the issue of immigration. He emphasizes that:
In the history of any new country it is not easy to draw the line between
colonists and immigrants. In other words it is not easy to say exactly when
the process of colonization is complete. In the case of the United States a
convenient date is furnished by the conclusion of the war of independence
against Great Britain. Down to 1783 may be termed the period of
colonization. At that time the state was established, and any further
additions to the population had little influence in changing its form or the
language and customs of the people. “
Smith’s writings are pertinent to the issue of immigration and offer useful
information that is relevant despite the 1890 date of publication. In his book he covers a
range of issues on immigration that transcend the boundaries of time. Many of these
issues, where pertinent in 1890 remain at the forefront of the political agendas in 1998,
include the level of immigrant influx, immigrant assimilation, and native-born resistance.
"Ibid
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For more than a century, this country has been home to large numbers of
immigrants from far away nations who ventured to the “land ofopportunity” to find a
better way of life. Immigrants accounted for the drastic rise in the U.S. population from
4,000,000 in 1790 to 32,000,000 in 1860.'^ According to Kenneth Jost’s Cracking Down
on Immigration, between 1880 and 1920, there were 23 million immigrants admitted into
this country.'^ Many became the primary labor source for occupational fields such as
mining and factory work and subsequently spearheaded the trade union movement. ‘‘‘
While some immigrants managed to prosper as entrepreneurs or miners and
factory workers, there were those poverty-stricken ones who struggled merely to exist.
Many were trapped in poverty and forced to live as huddled masses in crowded
tenements — urban slums, where disease, alcoholism, and crime festered. Nonetheless,
these foreigners remained committed to improving the quality of their lives.
According to Bernard Weisberger, “Many immigrants organized and began to
publish newspapers, established self-help societies, and created social clubs.”'*' In so
doing, they accepted meager wages of $1.25 to $2.00 a day to work in menial and often
tedious jobs where they scrubbed floors, farmed, worked on railroads and often times
'Bernard Weisberger, “A Nation of Immigrants,” 82.
'■’Jost, “Cracking Down on Immigration,” 108.
'Mbid., 106.
'%id.
'^Weisberger, “A Nation of Immigrants,” 86.
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performed dangerous jobs like levee repairs.While these strangers to the land worked
diligently to survive, the natives became restless.
The native-born residents began to see that the immigrants were entering in vast
numbers and were willing to work for literally pennies a day. The natives began to resent
the presence of their foreign friends and attitudes changed towards their presence in the
country. The initial U.S. warm welcome to the people from around the world changed
when the attitudes of the native-born became hostile. The welcome that once greeted
immigrants in a warm manner became cold. The natives responded to the newcomers by
regulating their entry into the country through various immigration laws.
Restrictive Immigration Policies to Protect Job Interest of Natives
According to editors James P. Smith and Barry Edmonston, the federal
government is the entity responsible for the many restrictive policies on immigration that
have been instituted within the last century. '* These restrictions focused on five general
topics that have remained at the center of the political conversations on immigration
policy. The New Americans: Economic, Demographic, andFiscal Effects ofImmigration
indicates that the first issue is the number ofpeople that the United States should admit.
In considering that figure, it must be established who shall be admitted and those who
will be excluded. A second point of discussion is the weights that should be assigned to
the nationality or race, family ties, economic contribution, and economic self-sufficiency.
’’Ibid., 82.
‘‘Smith and Edmonston, eds.. The New Americans, 22.
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A third consideration is the manner in which the United States handles its unique
problem posed by refugees. Identifying the resources to be devoted to interdiction and
deportation of illegal or undocumented immigrants is a fourth item of discussion.
Finally, specifying the limit to which the United States treats immigrants, whether legal
or illegal, differently from citizens in such areas as the voting process, judicial system,
and immigrant eligibility for publicly provided services is an issue of concern.
Although immigration issues are debated in the political arena, in the social realm
of society is where the natives began to see the immigrants as threats to their livelihood.
The country was prospering and more and more immigrants began to arrive. Native-born
Americans were apprehensive, and at times hostile, towards immigrants. They feared
that the foreign-bom were securing jobs that otherwise would be available for thern.^”
When confronted with economic threat, while sympathetic to the immigrants’ plight, the
native-born willfully exercised the mythical first law in human nature, that of self-
preservation. Ironically, even those second and third generation immigrants, who called
America home but held ties to the “Old World,” defended their own interest and joined
the movement against the newcomers.^'
The Federation of Americans for Immigration Reform describes the native-born
attitude and the immigrant impact on the economy in this manner:
"‘'lost, “Cracking Down on Immigration,” 106.
^'K, Verrasingham, “World Roundup: A Sampling of the Reasons Why some People Move from Their
Homelands to New Countries,” Canada and the WorldBackgrounder, 60, no,3 (December 1994): 14.
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It is the effect of immigration on wages and working condition that finally
rallied the labor unions to back numerical restrictions in the early 20th
century. The effect was so clearly negative that even the cities whose
voters were more and more likely to be immigrants realized the need to cut
immigration. Urban America moved strongly into the pro-immigration
camp as its ever-increasing foreign-bom constituency gained the vote. But
even in the nation's largest cities, the economic impact of immigrants on the
economic status ofnative-born workers heavily impacted pro-immigration
sentiment. And it was the withering away of the urban pro-immigration vote
that ultimately closed the door.^^
Consequently, the sentiments of the threatened native-born workers were echoed
in the laws to restrict immigration. The country’s immigration policy that once was an
open-door welcoming millions of newcomers, over 800,000 arrived in 1921,^^ soon
became a cracked-door setting limits relative to numbers, nationality, and skill-level of
those seeking entrance. In 1924, ultimately it became a closed-door virtually indicating
much of the public’s sentiments that no more should be welcomed.
A review of the history of restrictive immigration legislation shows that the
United States turned away a relatively small percentage of immigrants seeking entry.
These periods ofdenied entry occurred between 1892 and 1970 in which some 622,038
candidates for entry were denied entry.^"* Statistics on restriction between 1901 and
1930 show that 190,531 immigrants or 31 percent of the total denied entry over the entire
period were excluded— although the reason was due to their financial means as opposed
^AIR, “Inunigration History,” April 1997.
^■’Alison Landes, Cornelia Blair, and Nancy Jacobs, eds., “Immigration and Illegal Aliens: Burden or
Burden or Blessing” (Texas: Information Plus, 1995), 11.
-hbid.
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to their race. Also statistics identify 82,559 were excluded between 1892 and 1970
because of their mental or physical problems.
Whereas the United States is described as a country built by immigrants, “A
Nation of Immigrants,” points out that the United States is not the only country that
benefitted from the influx of immigrants. Author, Bernard Weisberger writes that
“countries like Canada and Australia depended on immigration for survival and success,
but only the United States made the acquisition of citizenship swift and simple; only the
United States made it a matter ofprinciple to equalize the conditions ofnew citizens and
old....
Although equalizing the conditions of new citizens and old is touted as a matter
of principle for the U.S., its people did not make it a common practice to extend an equal
welcome to the various races of immigrants. In fact, the people of the United States
forged spans of resistance towards immigrants occurring in periods in the 1790s, in the
1850s, and in the 1920s.^’ These periods indicate spans of resistance and not constant
hostility towards immigrants because some 85 years passed from 1790 to 1875 when the
first restrictive immigration law was passed.
The 85-year span without any serious native-born immigrant resistance shows





newcomers. Often, native-born Americans place blame for the lack ofjob availability,
the instability of the economy, and demographic changes on the presence of immigrants.
The Act ofMarch 3, 1875 was the first U.S. law to establish the federal policy to
regulate immigration by prohibiting, for the first time in the country’s history, entry to
undesirable immigrants.^® The nation’s initial legislative policy included three
provisions: (1) exclusion of criminals and prostitution from admission, (2) prohibited the
bringing ofany Oriental persons without their free and voluntary consent; declared the
contracting to supply “coolie” labor a felony, and (3) entrusted the inspection of
immigrations to collectors of the ports.^’
Resistance to immigration during earlier periods focused not only on the quantity
and quality of immigrants but it also included race as a discriminating factor. Outbreaks
ofpopular resistance culminated in several immigration law reforms that resulted in
periods of exclusion for targeted classes of immigrants. The Chinese Exclusion Act of
1882 was a prime indicator of the extremes to which the United States has gone to keep
out a specific group of immigrants. Chinese were among the earliest immigrant laborers
who experienced exclusion and a review of the literature shows that they most certainly
were not the last.
Many regulatory laws were enacted or modified to reflect the changing times,
presidents, and the attitude ofnative-Americans. In response to the public fear that many




enacted the Immigration Act ofFebruary 5, 1917. This act contained a provision, whose
intent was similar to California’s Proposition 187, to limit the nation’s liability for those
immigrants who became a public charge or in modem day terms, welfare recipients.^
This law required immigrants to pass a literacy test or be excluded from entry, increased
restrictions to entrance ofAsians, and expanded the classes of deportees.^'
While there are those who thought that the Great Wave of immigration was good
for the country, others claim that it was not. They evaluate the explosion of immigrants
into this country as a great burden on the society and a factor that caused explosive
population growth in the inner city. By 1920, the statistical data reflects that “new
immigrants comprised 44 percent ofNew York's population, 41 percent ofCleveland's,
39 percent ofNewark's, and 24 percent of the populations in Boston, Buffalo, Detroit,
Philadelphia, and Pittsburgh, and had created the most densely populated slums in the
world.”"'
Although the native-born feared that the immigrants were impeding their
opportunity for employment, reports offered in a congressional study demonstrate that
the newcomers actually were “three times more likely than natives to be on welfare in
1909, comprised more than half the people on welfare, constituted one-third of the
immigration and Naturalization Service, 1991 Statistical Yearbook ofthe Immigration and
Naturalization Service (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1992), A, 1-5.
^'Ibid.
^^FAIR, “The Immigration ‘Great Wave’ in Retrospect,” October 1997; available from
http;//www.fairus.org/04143710.htm; Internet; accessed 27 July 1998,
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patients in public hospitals, and that thirty-three percent were illiterate.”^^ In fact,
information is available that seems to contradict the entire theme of valued immigration
during the early part of the country’s development. A national commission studied the
impact of immigration for five years and concluded “in 1911 that it was contributing to
low wages and poor working conditions.
The country had become so frustrated with the issue of immigration, that by his
third month in office. President Harding, in 1921, responded to his nation’s cry for help.
He signed a law that limited the admittance of immigrants of each nationality group to a
set quota, what followed was the National Origins Act of 1924.^^ The Immigration Act
of 1924 established the nation’s first permanent limitation on immigration and focused
more specifically on race. It set the annual quota of any quota nationality at two percent
of the number of foreign-bom persons of such nationality resident in the continental
United States in 1890.^*’ The Act of 1924 established an armual quota of 150,000 for the
European countries. According to David Jacobson, this law brought to an end the
immigration of aliens who were ineligible for naturalization, particularly the Chinese and
the Japanese and used the national origins quota system.^’
"Ibid.
^Tost, “Cracking Down on Immigration," 108.
’*David Jacobson, RightsAcross the Border: Immigration and the Decline ofCitizenship {Maryland: The




The nation’s closed door policy was especially true for the Chinese who
threatened the American workers with their willingness to provide cheap labor.
American workers organized and were influential in bringing about the nation’s
restrictive immigration policies to protect their jobs and reserve job opportunities. The
native resistance peaked and the frustrations were aimed at the vast number ofChinese
immigrants who arrived with great frequency into this country. Given the ill feelings of
the native-born, it is easy to see that as the quantity of immigrants rose the tolerance
levels towards immigrants plummeted.
Subsequent to 1860, the country became exposed to large numbers of immigrants
from Scandinavia, South America, and China who came to offer themselves as an
inexpensive labor source for the country. Smith and Edmonston highlight that in the
1860s “about one-third of the western miners were Chinese.”^* The native-born
resistance to the influx of immigrants ignited the nation’s Chinese Exclusion Act of 1882
that restricted immigration ofChinese laborers for a period of 10 years. During this
period, a ban was placed against Chinese naturalization and deportation measures were
enacted for those Chinese in the country illegally.
In 1891, politicians expanded the function of the federal government in the
management of immigration and established the Office of Immigration with commands
to deport unlawful aliens. The Immigration Act of 1924 significantly prohibited
^*Smith and Edmonston, eds.. The New Americans, 23.
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immigration from countries outside Northern and Western Europe. Primarily, Germany,
Ireland, and the United Kingdom served as the homelands for the newcomers.
When the issue of immigration is discussed there is often mention ofEllis Island
but seldom does the discussion extend to include Angel Island. Located in San Francisco
Bay, Angel Island was originally designed to accommodate the expected flood of
European immigrants. Yet, more than 97 percent of the immigrants who were processed
at Angel Island were Chinese.^^ During 1910 to 1940, Angel Island served as the point of
entry for nearly 175,000 Chinese immigrants who were detained by immigration
officials for periods of days, months, and years.The process for immigration officials
to discern those immigrants who were in the country illegally was long and tedious.
According to the historical record, the Chinese immigrants 130 years ago were an
intricate part of the economic relationship between Asia and America. Chinese workers
were exploited when they were recruited to provide labor in the United States. They
were the scapegoats when the white laboring class struggled for better working
conditions. The Chinese provided cheap labor and were seen as a negative impact on the
labor movement in the West.'"
The issue ofwhite superiority versus yellow inferiority between the whites and
Chinese became known as the “Chinese Question.” The dominant group, the whites,
Angel Island Association, “The Immigration Station,’Tebmary 19%; available from http;//www.
crl.eom/~rdh/island/immigr01.html; Internet; accessed 27 June 1998.
^Ibid.
^'Alicia Hsuing, “’’Angel Island,” August 1997; available from http://www.abetterbigtoy.com/lk01-
03a.htm; Internet; accessed 27 June 1998.
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provided the answer to the debate with immigration reform and passed The Passage of
The Exclusion Act of 1882. The passing of this law virtually eliminated Chinese
immigration.'*^
Despite hostile attitudes and the law to exclude Chinese immigrants, their
communities still prospered and managed to thrive. The Chinese Exclusion Act made
provisions for entry ofChinese students, teachers, and merchants during this time, but it
was not until 1943 that the laws were repealed.
Though the Chinese Exclusion Act was at the forefront of immigration laws, the
U.S. this process of exclusion was not restricted to only the Chinese. In fact, the level of
native concern about Asian immigration, originally specific only to the Chinese, was so
great that it expanded to the Japanese in the early twentieth century.*” The United States
entered into a cooperative relationship with Japan, known as the 1907 Gentleman’s
Agreement with Japan, to restrict immigration from that country. The immigration
policy towards Japanese was “formally and unilaterally prohibited in the Japanese
Exclusion Act of 1924.”'”
The debate over the provisions for exclusion in the Immigration Act of 1952
shows that opposition is common in immigration policy reform. In the book
Immigration: Debating the Issues, the irony of the debate over that Immigration Act of
1952 act is that “it may well be embarrassing to proponents of liberalizing amendments
^^Smith and Edmonston, eds,, Ihe New Americans, 24.
""Ibid.
31
to find that some of the most active opposition against the Walter-McCarran Act is
provided by the Communists.”'*^ Based on information provided by the House
Committee on Un-American Activities, “The Communist Party has created, and now
controls, in 15 key States, 180 ‘front’ organizations dedicated exclusively to the purpose
of creating grassroots pressure in the Congress to destroy the act — which is what most of
the proposed amendments would do.”'*'^
For the Communist Party members to have influenced, to any degree, the
enactment of the Immigration and Nationality Act of 1952 was “in contradiction with the
ideological thrust of the 1952 act.”'" Particularly since the overall theme of the act
expresses a sense of national security by protecting the country from communist
infiltration and overthrow. In presenting his bill. Senator Patrick McCarran verbalized
those fears;
If the enemies of this legislation succeed in riddling it to pieces, or in
amending it beyond recognition, they will have contributed more to
promote this Nation’s downfall than any other group since we achieved
our independence as a nation."**
President Harry S. Truman objected to the quotas and expressed his discontent by way of
a veto, subsequently overridden, of the McCarran-Walters bill. The new theme defining
American nationality, according to David Jacobson, was reflected in President Truman’s
objections;
^*Capaldi. ed.. Immigration: Debating the Issues, 122.
^nbid.
*’lbid.
**Capaldi, ed.. Immigration: Debating the Issues, 123.
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.. Today we are “protecting” ourselves as we were in 1924, against being
flooded by immigrants from Eastern Europe. This is fantastic. The
countries ofEastern Europe have fallen under the Communist yoke— they
are silenced, fenced offby barbed wire and minefields— no one pass their
borders but at the risk of his life. We do not need to be protected against
immigrants from these countries— on the contrary we want to stretch out a
helping hand, to save those who have managed to flee into Western Europe,
to succor those who are brave enough to escape from barbarism, to welcome
and restore them against the day when their countries will, as we hope, be
free again.... these are a few examples of the absurdity, the cruelty of
carrying over into this year of 1952 the isolationist limitations of our 1925
law... In no other realm ofour national life are we so hampered and
stultified by the dead hand of the past, as we are in this field of immigration.'*'^
Interestingly, the sentiments expressed by President Truman contrast those
offered sometime before by Abraham Lincoln who admonished, “You cannot strengthen
the weak by weakening the strong; and you cannot help men permanently by doing for
them what they could and should do for themselves.”^”
While the country’s political machine was working to enact restrictive laws to
defend the nation against the intervention of communists, the world’s perception of the
freedoms and liberties afforded in the United States remained pure. The late historian,
James Truslow Adams said;
America’s greatest contribution to the world has been that of the
American dream, the dream of a land where life shall be richer, fuller, and
better, with opportunity for every person according to his ability and
achievement.^*
■’’David Jacobson, Rights Across the Borders, 49-50.
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Surely, if those in charge of implementing immigration policy held to that theory, the
synopsis of immigration law reform would reflect less restrictive provisions and the
ethnic make-up of the nation would hold a more diverse appearance than what exists.
Based on the rise in opposition to immigration provisions of quotas, it is apparent
that the longevity of restrictive laws was nearing its end. President Truman was direct
and reflected a positive humanitarian tone in pointing out the need for change.
Nonetheless, restrictive policies were not entirely eliminated from the trails of
immigration policy. They continued and encompassed race as a factor of consideration
for exclusion.
The Haitian Exclusion Experience
The Chinese were not the only group of people in the history of immigration to
experience the wrath of exclusion. Haitians are another example of a group of people
who were denied entry to this country. The record shows that in 1957 when the
Presidency in Haiti changed and Francois Duvalier, known as Papa Doc, assumed the
leadership role, his politics of terror caused hundreds to flee.^^
The terror ofPapa Doc caused Haiti’s members of its intellectual elite class to be
coerced into leaving. Estimates indicate that during the first decade ofPapa Doc’s
regime, the country lost close to 75 percent of its highly skilled workers. The intellectual
and educated refugees ofHaiti fled to the United States and were granted permanent
^Tames R. Colimon, “Haiti’s Raw Deal;” available from http;//www.reclshift com/~pedigerl/
lanl/lanl03/Haiti_Policy.html; Internet; accessed 27 June 1998.
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visas without hesitation/’"^ They received an open door welcome but that policy did not
hold true for the next wave ofHaitians.
Haitians fleeing their country for various reasons in mass exodus were flocking to
the United States. Still, another wave ofHaitians in exodus were met at the shores of the
U.S. with resistance and hostility. These refugees became known as the “boat people”
because of their means of transportation. They arrived on the southern shores of the U.S.
in flimsy boats and made their requests for political asylum. They were denied by the
officials of the Immigration and Naturalization Service and were returned to Haiti
immediately.*"*
Since earlier Haitian refugees were granted asylum, many can only guess at the
reasons for the boat people being denied asylum in the United States. The obvious fact is
these refugees were poor, black, and illiterate. They fled Haiti and came to the U.S. to
find a better life, but the door was closed. Reports are that once many of these refugees
reached their homelands, they disappeared. So it is, to the embarrassment of the United
States in front of the world, these refugees were returned home to face what probably
was a certain death.
The situation in Haiti did not improve for its jjeople and since the fall of the
Duvalier dictatorship in the mid-1980s, it is reportedly worst. For many in Haiti’s lower
income bracket, the decision to rid themselves of all of their belongings and flee to the




country and were intercepted at sea by the U S. Coast Guard and the INS. ^^Today the
number ofHaitians that flee their homeland has risen to 42,000.^*^ The exodus only
slowed for a short period of time when President Jean Bertrand Aristide was in office
before he was overthrown by his military force.
The embarrassment of denied entry of the “boat people” belongs to the fault
of President George Bush and, although President Bill Clinton tried to offer some form
of relief for the Haitians, the United States has been quiet on this issue. President
Clinton’s attempt to provide relief came in the form of “Deferred Enforced Departure”
that placed a one year halt to Haitian deportation and stopped the exit of an estimated
20,000 Haitians.^’ Interestingly though, the Central American ReliefAct that failed to
include provisions for the Haitians caused further controversy in the U.S. political arena
and has been deemed by many as discriminative towards the Haitians.’*
The Cuban Experience
President Clinton tried to address the Haitian situation by changing the policy
towards them. He made the statement to accept Haitian’s who fled their homeland but
then he turned around and retracted this statement opting to continue the enforcement of
the restrictive Bush policy towards Haitians. President Clinton was seen as ambiguous or






Clinton’s initial directives were to have the Coast Guard ships conduct asylum
interviews on board but the ships quickly filled. Clinton then ordered the ships to divert
the Cubans to Guantanamo Bay for interviews but this location soon filled and there
appeared to be no relief Clinton’s next move was to engage in an agreement with Fidel
Castro to place a limit of 20,000 Cuban immigrants each year ifCastro agreed to stop the
flee ofhis people.^’ The situation seemed endless and hopeless.
The changing of the immigration law seems endless and for many immigrants,
their situation seems hopeless. The situations that confront the people are not just on
paper. People flee to this country for various reasons and their situations are more
serious than what the stroke of a politician’s pen reveals. Based on the waves of
exclusions of immigrants and the often negative results, such as the boat people and the
immigrant detention camps, it is apparent that the United States has a serious need for
immigration reform. Many call for the United States to rethink its actions and revamp its
policies.
Contemporary Less Restrictive Immigration Laws
While it is true that time has a way ofhealing old wounds, the passing of time is
not what necessarily changed the restrictive policies on immigration. FAIR suggests that
changes in immigration policy were the result of the development of a socially conscious
society that deemed racism and prejudice as immoral. Yet, the fact is that neither the
immigration stream, nor individual characteristics nor racial composition were the
’’Ibid.
37
reasons for changes in immigration policy. FAIR offers that the changed conditions in
immigration law were necessitated by the changed conditions in the country. These deal
with the ability of the immigrant population to serve as:
A surplus ofcheap labour a greater supply than our industries and
manufacturing enterprises need. In consequence this over-supply has
brought into play among our industrial toilers the great law ofcompetition.
This economic law is controlled by the more recent immigrant because of
his immediate necessity to secure employment and his ability to sell his
labour at a low price to work for a low wage. Against the operation of this
law the native worker and the earlier immigrant are unable to defend
themselves. It is affecting detrimentally the standard of living ofhundreds
of thousands ofworkers too, who are also citizens, fathers, husbands.^
This indicates that while there was a change in the attitude of the natives to a less hostile
one towards immigrants, the true change came in the policies. These policies were
geared to satisfy the country’s businesses who sought cheap labor.
By the 1960s when President Kennedy was in office, the fearful attitude ofnative-
Americans on their job security had subsided. Kennedy managed to convince Congress
to replace the national origins test with a policy that stressed the maintenance of the
family unit through reunification and admission of skilled workers.®’ Congress passed
the Immigration and Naturalization Act ofOctober 3,1965 - it raised immigration
levels, gave preferential status to those seeking to unite with family members presently in
the United States, and it gave flexibility to the nationality quota system.®^
As a result of the changes in the immigration policy that were less restrictive, the
*TAIR, “The Immigration ‘Great Wave’ in Retrospect,” October 1997.
®'Jost, “Cracking Down on Immigration,” 108.
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country experienced a dramatic change in the ethnic mix of new immigrants. Successful
business owners and professionals in states like Florida and California were now Cuban
and Asian, respectively, which revitalized the attitudes of hostility among native-
Americans.*^ Kenneth lost points out that along the Mexican border, the hostility
directed at the Latinos was not for their success but rather the perception that these
newcomers were under-educated and unskilled.^ Still, the immigrants continued to pour
into the United States.
During the administration ofPresident Jimmy Carter, the immigrant issue
centered around refugees. In line with Carter’s humanitarian mode of operation.
Congress modified the 1965 law and established the Refugee Act of 1980.*'^ This Act
provided for the removal of admission limits and preference status slots that totaled a
mere 17,400 were abolished and to make way for the other changes that included: (1) the
change to the annual quota for up to 50,000 refugees, (2) an exception rule was placed on
the annual quota system that for “grave, humanitarian reasons” permitted alteration by
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The Refugee Act of 1980 also brought about a shift within the federal
government that established new offices to specifically handle refugee affairs and have a
more active role in their efforts to resettle. As Weisberger notes, “The U.S. Treasury
provided funds, and church and social service agencies the personnel, programs were
launched to help with the health care, schooling, and other roads to citizenship.”*^’
In response to the newest U.S. immigration policy, Fidel Castro released 125,000 new
Cuban refugees shipping them to the southern shores ofFlorida.** President Carter’s
humanitarian response to welcome them with open arms and an open heart, was not well-
received by those most immediately affected by their arrival - those U.S. citizens living
in South Florida where the Cubans docked. The old cliche that history always repeats
itselfwas true when one realized that the very arguments voiced by the Floridians against
the refugees were in essence the same ones extended towards immigrants in the 1800s.
The residents feared that the newcomers would be burdens on their schools and
hospitals, engage themselves in illegal activities to cause the necessary involvement of
law enforcement agents, and of course, the most prominent fear that they would take
away jobs, especially low-level ones, from residents.*’'' These attitudes were not unique
to the Floridians whose sentiments were expressed in earlier times by the native-born





While the issue of immigration was an important item on political agendas over
100 years ago, it was not regulated normonitored with the same intensity. The gathering
of statistical records on immigrants in the United States did not begin until 1820 when,
according to Emigration and Immigration, “Collectors of customs at the seaports in the
United States have been obliged to make a record ofall passengers arriving by sea from
foreign countries, also the age, sex and occupation of such passengers and the country to
which they severally belong.”™ The historical record of the numerical impact of
immigrants on the population of the United States is relevant but unfortunately
documented as estimates. According to Richard Smith, estimates were made because:
During the period from 1783 to 1820 we know the actual number of the
population at the censuses of 1790,1800,1810 and 1820. But during this
period we have no statistics of immigration, so that we cannot tell how
much of the growth was due to the natural increase of the people and how
much to immigration.’'
In 1820, the process was conducted by the collectors of customs at seaports and a
considerable number of immigrant influx by land was not calculated into the record.
There was no distinction made between those who were travelers to the country with
intentions to return to their homelands and those who came to with plans to stay.™ Given
this type of open system, it is apparent why only estimates are available on the numbers
of immigrants entering this country during that period. Despite the fact that the historical
statistical record remains estimated for certain periods of times, it is unquestionable that




significant changes occurred in terms of immigrant documentation accountability.
Vast changes are apparent within the system to count immigration in the United
States. Though the accountability aspect of immigration has not yet reached the level of
100 percent accuracy, it is indisputable that today’s process is 100 percent more
improved than the process in 1820. Today, under the auspices of the Immigration and
Naturalization Service (INS), efforts have drastically improved to document the
immigration process in the United States. The INS is responsible for the maintenance of
statistical records on immigration. It plays a major role in enforcement of the legislative
regulations on immigration including the admissions process, visa issuance and denials,
and illegal immigrant control.’^ The INS Border Patrol Officers control the twenty-two
geographic sectors of the United States to ensure that illegal entry is averted.’^
On the issue of immigrant influx, it is a politician’s bromide to debate the impact
on the U.S. of the numerical limitations, admission categories, and exclusion policies. A
review of literature outlining the immigration and naturalization legislation reform shows
that politicians debate the issue and often call for immigration reform. Politicians call
for immigration reform so often that they do so with as much frequency as they spew the
cliche that we are a nation of immigrants.’^
’^U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service, 1991 Statislical Yearh(X)k, 3
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A Synopsis of Immigration Reform
Immigration reform patterns can be traced back to the Act of January 29,1795,
when this reform repealed the Act ofMarch 26, 1790. The latter was the first federal
activity in an area that formerly was exclusive to individual states. It established a
uniform rule for naturalization by placing a residence requirement limit at two years.’'’ A
period of five years passed before the politicians engaged in immigration law reform on
those acts. That time lapse was not always the rule.
Legislation requiring that information about each record of naturalization be
furnished to the Secretary of State was enacted in the Naturalization Act of June 18,
1798. This act also raised the residence requirement for naturalization to fourteen
years.” The Naturalization Act of July 14, 1870, established a system of controls on the
naturalization process and penalties for fraudulent practices. It was in this act that the
naturalization laws were extended to aliens ofAfrican nativity and to persons ofAfrican
descent.’*
The Act of February 26,1885, set into law the first Contract Labor Law that made
import of aliens into the United States under contract to perform labor or services of any
nature illegal. There were provisional exceptions to the Act ofFebruary 26, 1885, that
“permitted aliens temporarily in the United States engaging other foreigners as
secretaries, servants, or domestics; actors, artists, lecturers, and domestic servants; and
’‘Ibid , A. 1-1.
’’Immigration and Naturalization Service, 1996 Statistical Yearbook of the Immigration and
Naturalization Service (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1997), A.I-I.
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skilled aliens working in an industry not yet established in the United States.”’® Two
years later, the law was amended with the Act ofFebruary 23,1887, to make it
enforceable and within the law to mandate the immediate departure ofprohibited
persons.“
The coimtry’s first comprehensive law for national control of immigration was
enacted as Immigration Act ofMarch 3,1891. This established the right for the
Secretary of the Treasury to prescribe rules for inspection along the borders ofCanada,
British Columbia, andMexico.**
In 1965, the national origins quota system was abolished in the Immigration and
Nationality Act Amendments as were race and ancestry as a basis for immigration to the
United States. The Immigration and Nationality Act Amendments established the
distribution system for visas on a first-come, first-served basis, with stipulations of a
seven-category preference system for relatives ofU.S. citizens and permanent resident
aliens as well as for persons possessing special occupational skills or training.**^
More recent immigration legislation consists of the Refugee Act of 1980, that
provided for the first permanent and systematic procedure for the admission and
resettlement of refugees of special humanitarian concern to the United States. This act
eliminated refugees as a category of the preference system. It also provided for
^id.
'“Ibid.




adjustment to permanent resident status of refugees who have been physically present in
the United States for at least one year and of asylees one year after asylum is granted.*^
In 1986, legislation was enacted entitled “the Immigration Reform and Control
Act” that authorized temporary and subsequently permanent resident status to aliens who
were residing in the United States illegally since 1982. This act listed sanctions to
prohibit employers from knowingly hiring immigrants who were not authorized to work
in the United States. The Immigration Reform and Control Act increased the numerical
limit for immigrations admitted under the preference system for dependent areas from
600 to 5,000 beginning in Fiscal Year (FY) 1988.”*^
The Immigration Act ofNovember 29,1990, represented a major overhaul of
immigration law. It amended the Immigration and Nationality Act and significant
provisions of this act were as follows: (1) increased total immigration under an overall
flexible cap of 675,000 immigrants beginning in fiscal year 1995, (2) set 7000,000 as the
level during fiscal year 1992 through 1994, and (3) it revised grounds for exclusion and
deportation, significantly rewriting the political and ideological grounds.*^
The transcript of immigration reform is quite detailed. Still, a complete analysis
of the record is not necessary to offer a clear image of the reform activity that occurs in
this area. Reform is as much a part of the history of the United States as is immigration.
“Ibid., 160.
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CHAPTERS
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
The issue of immigration and its impact on the United States’ economy and
occupational structure in relation to its citizens may be a popular topic for today, but it is
not new. Furthermore, the nation’s laws that govern immigration into this country
coupled with the hostile and resentful attitudes held by many native-born Americans
toward immigrants are not new. The latter is especially true when considering job
security and job availability.
The immigration issue has always been controversial and includes aspects of the
effect immigrants have on the U.S. employment rates, the economy, and the immigrant
assimilation process into the U.S. society. These concerns are interwoven into the topic
of immigration since one might find it virtually impossible to discuss without including
them. The economic impact and socialization concerns are significant to the issue of
immigration since they are among the primary reasons for immigration in the first place.
Immigrants come to the United States for various reasons that are political,
economic, religious, and social, to name only a few.' Depending on the level of comfort
of the native-born at the time of immigration depends on the type of reception the
immigrants receive. Additionally, the welcome is often based on the level of benefit that
'Smith and Edmonston, eds.. The New Americans, 14.
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the immigrant serves to the host country.^ Those who do not possess advanced degrees or
needed job skills do not receive the most friendly ofwelcomes from the general
populace. But, according to The New Americans:
Even when the economy as a whole gains, however, there may be losers
as well as gainers among different groups ofU.S. residents. Along with
immigrants themselves, the gainers are the owners of productive factors
that are complementary with the labor of immigrants — that is, domestic,
higher-skilled workers, and perhaps owners ofcapital, whose incomes will
rise. Those who buy goods and services produced by immigrant labor also
benefit. The losers may be the less-skilled domestic workers who compete
with immigrants and whose wages will fall. ^
These different groups are in the same situation but prosper differently. This is
traditionally the process in the United States where different people are intermingled.
People ofdifferent cultures and from different countries who have different economic
means and different ways of life are mixed together to form a multi-cultural society. The
question as to whether or not these people melt together to form this society is explored
in the melting pot theory.
Classical Theory of the U.S. Melting Pot Theory
The United States is internationally known as the melting pot, a term that gives
one the image of a large pot used for mixing ingredients. This nickname, however, refers
to the mixture of people not things. In the same respect that the issue of immigration is
not new, “The idea of the melting pot is as old as the Republic,” offer authors Nathen




Puerto Ricans, Jews, Italians, and Irish ofNew York City.* Glazer and Moynihan, with
their usage of the often quoted Lettersfrom an American Farmer, provide what this
writer considers to be a picture perfect example of the melting pot theory in process:
I could point out to you a family whose grandfather was an Englishman,
whose wife was Dutch, whose son married a French woman, and whose
present four sons have now four wives ofdifferent nations. He is an
American, who leaving behind all his ancient prejudices and manners,
receives new ones from the new mode of life he has embraced. .. Here
individuals of all nations are melted into a new race ofmen.^
For many American families, their consanguinity can be traced to a fusion of two
people who had different customs, values, and norms, and, more importantly, who were
from different countries. Those who agree with the melting pot theory contend that a
new national character is the result of such continual amalgamation of immigrants in the
United States with natives or with others from different countries.* This new character is
different than the typical American from the past. According to Oscar Handlin’s book.
Immigration as a Factor in American History, the Lettersfrom an American Farmer
describes this new American as a “new man, who acts upon new principles; he must
therefore entertain new ideas and form new opinions.”’ The typical American, Handlin
*Nathen Glazer and Daniel P. Moynihan, Beyond the Melting Pot; the Negroes, Puerto Ricans, Jews,
Italians, andIrish ofNew York City, 2d ed. (Cambridge: M.l.T. Press, 1970), 288.
*Michel-Guillaume Jean de Crevecoeur, Lettersfrom an American Farmer ( New York: Fox, DufEeld &
Company, 1904), 54-55; quoted in Nathen Glazer and Daniel P. Moynihan, Beyond theMeltingPot: the
Negroes, Puerto Ricam, Jews, Italians, and Irish ofNew York City, 2d ed. (Cambridge, M.l.T Press, 1970),
288.




points out, is the “Anglo-Saxon, an offspring ofEnglish people.”* Handlin’s review of
the Lettersfrom an American Farmer discussed its emphasis that “the American was,
and would be, a new man, shaped not by his ancestral heritage, but by the free
institutions under which he lived.”’
Many do not readily embrace the idea that the melting pot created a new
American. According to Glazer and Moynihan, the resistance to the melting pot theory
goes back to the period before the end of the nineteenth century, when opponents held
that:
It was the obligation ofmany new arrivals to conform to the patterns
of life and to institutions that already existed here. They were to be
assimilated within the national character already formed and already fixed.
If they could not meet that demand, they were unfit for admission to the
New World.*’
Naysayers held strongly to their antiquated ideals in spite of literature evidencing
the change in the character of the American. These character changes included factors
relating to immigrant ancestry as well as to the inherent moral fabric of this country. A
moral fabric interwoven with the ideals of freedom of choice, freedom of religion, and
the opportunity to pursue dreams and find happiness. These freedoms alone changed the
character of the immigrant over time into the new American. Yet, ardent believers of the





immigrants nor by their continual mixture with natives and others refuse to consider
what the melting pot theory poses.
The melting pot theory poses the idea that variety brings about change. It avers
that when you combine people with varied backgrounds in an environment that provides
for varied experiences, the result of such interaction, co-mingling, and reproduction is
bound to be a people different than those present before changes and experiences
occurred. Support for this writer’s opinion is shown in the last sentence of the Glazer
and Moynihan quote from the Letters from an American Farmer. That sentence purports
that the corollary of the melting pot is the new American. The new American basically
has a lineage diverse in culture, values, norms, and countries of derivation. It also
contains an extensive list of reasons for initial migration to the United States along with
different experiences of successes and failures of the primary immigrants.
Several authors have demonstrated that when people from other countries migrate
to the United States, they do so for a variety of reasons with the most prevalent motive
being to join the melting pot - where their dream of prosperity is a realistic possibility.
Bernard Weisberger wrote in his article, “A Nation of Immigrants” that:
Immigrants are pushed out of their original homes by war, upheaval,
misery, and oppression. They are pulled toward America by the promise
of economic betterment and a chance to breathe free. ‘ ‘
"Weisberger, “A Nation of Immigrants,” 82.
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According to Kenneth Jost’s article, “Cracking Down on Immigration,” between
1880 and 1920, nearly 23 million immigrants were “pulled” toward the United States.*^
Susan J. Lapham prepared a report, JVe, the American Foreign Born, that showed in
1990, the foreign-bom population in this country was at an all time high of 19.8 million
or 7.9 percent of the total population. Rod Little, based on statistical information of the
foreign-bom population for 1994, wrote in USNews & World Report that “America has
always been a melting pot, but not since WorldWar U have immigrants composed so
large a share of the mixture - - 8.7 percent to be exact.”"* Weisberger also cited numbers
and ethnic statistics on immigrants and he held as a fact what many view as simply the
well worn tmism that America is a nation of immigrants. Supporting that idea by
acknowledging the relationship this country has with immigrants, Weisberger asserts
that;
Immigration is flesh of our flesh and we need to be reminded of
that.. .. the United States was created by settlers who arrived from
elsewhere, who deliberately and calculatedly invited and urged others
to follow them, and who encouraged the process in ways that were unique.”'^
Linda Robinson’s article, “America’s New Melting Pot,” delved into the issue of
the melting pot by focusing on statistical information on immigrants in the Miami area.
Robinson put a more personal slant to the issue of immigration when she discussed
'^Jost, “Cracking Down on Immigration,” 108.
’’u s. Department ofCommerce, Economics and Statistics Administration, Bureau of the Census, We,
the American Foreign Bom, by Susan J. Lapham, (Washington, D C.: Government Printing Office, 1993), 2.
'■‘Rod Little, “Stirring the Melting Pot,” USNews ct WorldReport, 11 September 1995, 8.
’’Weisberger, “A Nation of Immigrants,86.
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several Miami immigrant families, including the Grammy-winner and superstar singer,
Gloria Estefan. Robinson provided an overview of the struggles and successes
immigrants in the Miami area experienced in their endeavor to join the “melting pot.”‘^
Historically, various ethnic groups have migrated to the United States and filtered
into an already colorful society. A glance at this process conjures an image ofa large
mixing bowl ormelting pot. In looking at Florida alone, the make up of the immigrants
who live there seems to represent that state’s own micro melting pot. These numbers are
highlighted in Linda Robinson’s article that points out that “Dade County’s 2 million
people include some 669,000 ofCuban origin, 110,000 Haitians, 74,000 Nicaraguans,
54,000 Colombians, 23,000 Mexicans, 23,000 Dominicans, 18,000 Hondurans and
16,000 Peruvians.”’’
Regardless as to whether or not these thousands of people came to escape war,
avoid misery, avert oppression or to find employment, the latter being the most
prominent theme of this study, the fact is that they are here on the soil of the United
States. Hence, the issue, for many authors considering the melting pot theory, is the
consideration ofwhat becomes of them once they are here. Specifically, one need ask if
whether or not these thousands of immigrants truly melt into the United States.
Immigrants tend to live in areas which are predominately occupied by members
from their native lands. In fact, they do so in such large numbers that these areas become
virtually miniature cities, popularly known by names of their homelands, such as New
'“’Linda Robinson, “America’s New Melting Pot,” US News & WorldReport, 29 April 1996, 31.
'%id., 30.
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York City’s Chinatown and Little Italy and Miami’s Little Haiti, and Little Havana, cited
one author. ** Another author points out that a significant number of immigrants have
settled in primarily six states, “with California absorbing more than a third, followed by
Florida, New York, Texas, Illinois and New Jersey.”’’ The basic reason these
immigrants plant their roots in these states can be explained by what this writer would
call entry proximity. According to the literature, that simply means that “people
migrating to America tend to settle near their port of entry.”^’
Obviously, for there to be a Chinatown in New York city, it would suggest that
although China is geographically closer for entrance into California, immigrants do
venture to other states in significant numbers as well. Still, entry proximity accounts for
the reason “more than halfof the foreign bom who immigrated from China and Japan
have remained in the West, and most immigrants Ifom Mexico live in the States that
borderMexico.”^’ Similarly, the literature demonstrated that “more than two-thirds of
those who came from Italy, for example, live in the northeastern part of the country,
where they landed.”^ While the numbers suggest that immigrants have made their
homes in these various states, the issue for many authors, even as early as the eighteenth
'“Robinson, “America’s New Melting Pot,” 32.
^Little, “Stirring the Melting Pot,” 8.




century, was, and continues to be, whether they truly assimilated or, to keep in line with
the theme of this section, melted into the United States.
A review of the literature actually identifies three basic ideals or schools of
thought on the issue of the melting pot theory. Or, as Handlin states, “One could
discover three rival interpretations ofAmericanization.”^^ The first ideal was that there
truly is a melting pot here in the United States where people are absorbed into the
country and fuse their character with those ofother occupants of the land and ergo,
assume a new “national character.This theory leads the researcher to query whether
those proponents of this ideal truly meant to imply that this has always been the case in
America, or was their ideal limited to only their place in time? Certainly, exceptions
occur in the cases of the famous Christopher Columbus and the Pilgrims who
encountered the Indians upon their arrival here in America. Surely those who adhered to
this school did not purposely mean to imply that, even then. Pilgrims took on the
character of the Indians and fused their characters with the occupants of the land. This
researcher leaves that matter to the historians to debate but assumes that obviously the
melting pot theory, according to the first school of thought, applied to the period in
America after the era ofColumbus.
The second contention was simply that immigrants come to the United States,
maintain their distinct cultural character and it remains independent among the diversity
^Handlin, Immigration as a Factor in American History, 146.
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of characters present.^* This ideal portrays the immigrant as one whose character will co¬
exist but not cease to exist. The third argument was of a steadfast belief that the
American character is fixed and not a potpourri.^®
In consideration of these three schools of thought, one author wrote of the
essence of the proponents of the first school;
Through the nineteenth century the open policy that had admitted any
comers to the nation had been justified by the certainty that all could be
absorbed and that all could contribute to an emerging national character.^’
According to this presentiment, it is apparent that the popular view during this
period was that; 1) the country was stable enough to absorb a variety of newcomers into
its population, 2) immigrants, as a matter ofcertainty not supposition, could come to
America and blend into the American culture, enriching it in the process, and, 3) the
development of a different national character would result However, the author was
dutiful to present a different school of thought that emerged over a period of time with
continued immigration and the issue of true assimilation when he continued;
After a century of experience, some Americans began to wonder whether
the image of the melting pot actually described the process of immigrant
adjustment. Such observers insisted that a health social order did not depend
upon assimilation in the sense of a total fusion of all the elements in the
population into a homogeneous mass. They argued, rather, that the
valuable cultural qualities each immigrant group brought with it ought to be
preserved; and that adjustment meant the achievement of a kind of harmony






One could argue that those proponents of this second school of thought opted for
their point of view when they observed the immigrants’ maintenance of their cultural
systems, values, and norms and their continued cull to live in areas predominate with
their native countrymen. The latter point alone demonstrated an unlikeliness that
immigrants would be absorbed as many thought. In fact, this same author purports that
the supporters of the idea of immigrants keeping their heritage and native ways alive here
in the U.S., a concept referred to as cultural pluralism, were “moved to take the position
they did because the melting pot theory was already under attack from the other extreme
by men who argued that the immigrants could not assimilate. Supporters of the
second school of thought did not necessarily take the easy way out to accept the reality of
immigrants maintaining a distinctive identity. Simply, the opportunity existed for them
to evaluate the issue with hindsight. They had no choice but to concede the virtual
reality that immigrants maintained their cultural identity and did not take on the identity
of the American.
Time has shown that in spite of the immigrants’ burning desire to come to
America, they do not yearn, with the same level of urgency nor intensity, to become
American, nor to be Americanized. They wish to become citizens, but not necessarily
Americans. Immigrants have demonstrated that they are willing to adapt to their
environment but not adopt the ways of the people surrounding them. Interestingly, time
has shown the strength of the moral fabric of the U.S. and its citizens when one considers
the length of time that immigration has taken place in this country, the number of
^ibid.
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immigrants who live here and have not adopted the national character, and the fact that
the nation continued its existence as a modem, civilized, technologically advanced
society. The absence of the cultural make-overs for immigrants did not prove to be a
pitfall for the country. Suffice it to say, there were some extremists who lacked the
confidence held by many in the nation’s ability to find strength in diversity. They were
adamant in their belief in the following:
. .. [NJational character was already fixed. The American was basically
Anglo-Saxon, an offspring of the English people, and it was the obligation
ofmany new arrivals to conform to the patterns of life and to institutions
that already existed here. They were to be assimilated within the national
character already formed and already fixed. If they could not meet that
demand, they were unfit for admission to the New World.^°
In a review of the literature on the topic of the United States as a melting pot, one
could find a vast array ofwritings that suggest that the melting pot is an appropriate
nickname. All one needs to do is to examine the consistency of the duration that
millions of immigrants, from various countries, have come here to live and millions seek
to do so. The latter could even be defended to show that it is more than just a nickname
and indeed is an appropriately documented fact more so than a theory. Literature shows
several cases of immigrants’ success stories detailing how they achieved the American
dream shortly after their arrival. There is also literature showing statistics on immigrants
who failed to achieve even the minimal level of success here in America and have
become a public charge, or in present day terminology, a welfare recipient. They depend
on the social programs of this country. Israel Zangwill provide ideal description of the
^“Ibid., 147.
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melting pot theory is provided in Beyond the Melting Pot where the authors quote the
Lettersfrom an American Farmer:
. .. America is God’s Crucible, the great Melting Pot where all the races
of Europe are melting and reforming! Here you stand, good folk, think I,
when I see them at Ellis Island, here you stand in your fifty groups with your
fifty languages and histories, and your fifty blood hatreds and rivalries, but
you won’t be long like that brothers, for these are the fires ofGod you’ve
come to— these are the fires ofGod. A fig for your feuds and vendettas!
German and Frenchman, Irishman and Englishman, Jews and Russians—
into the Crucible with you all! God is making the American. . . The real
American has not yet arrived. He is only in the Crucible, I tell you— the
will be the fusion of all the races, the coming superman.^'
People use different tenns other than the melting pot in association to the United
States and its process of hosting immigrants. According to Richard Brookhiser,
“America thinks of itself as a diverse society - a ‘gorgeous mosaic,’ in the words ofNew
York City Mayor David Dinkins.”’^ Per the Rev. Jesse Jackson’s “favorite metaphor,” the
U.S. is “a quilt ofmany ethnic and racial patches.”” According to Brookhiser;
The top four ancestry groups of the 1990 census were not only the top
four groups of the 1980 census but also the top four of the 1790
census ... But America has been turning up the same ethnic cards for a long
time .. for cultural integrity and social peace have not been complex. ... It
takes cohesion to stand apart: Germans in America did not have it, and they
blended in... English Americans did not have to worry about the melting
pot; they made the pot. African Americans, of course, have been in the
frying pan or the fire for more than 300 years.... ^‘*
^'Israel Zangwill, TheMelting Pot (New York; Macmillan, 1909), 37-38; quoted in Nathen Glazer and
Daniel P. Moynihan, Beyond theMelting Pot: the Negroes, Puerto Ricans, Jews, Italians, and Irish ofNey^'
York City, 2d ed. (Cambridge, M I X. Press, 1970), 289.
’’Richard Brookhiser, “The Melting Pot is Still Simmering,” Time, 1 March 1993, Database, MAS Full-




Brookshire leans away from the idea of the melting pot suggesting that the term is
not actually in line with the process that occurs. He says “talk ofmosaics and quilts is
both an attempt to describe the way America is headed and an effort to hurry it along.”^^
Looking at the various composition factors of the immigrant populations within the U.S.,
Brookshire warns of the use of the term melting pot;
The description is inaccurate, and in a world of ungorgeous mosaics and
fraying quilts, the goal is undesirable. The U.S. has had historic success
with heavy bursts of immigration, interspersed with decades of digestion,
but only because people are asked to check their identity at the door.^*
The idea that immigrants are asked to check their identity at the door certainly
does not lend itself to the idea that America is a melting pot. This particularly so if the
intention is for the ingredients, the things that make people different and this nation
diverse, are to be left at the door.
The issue of the United States as a melting pot is an interesting concept that many
authors explore. As presented, the melting pot theory describes three basic ideals or
schools of thought that demonstrate the manner in which the theory is applied in several
sections of the society. The melting pot theory, much like the issue of immigration, is
controversial and the literature available shows it is comparatively analyzed.
Martin Marger made a comparative analysis between the melting pot assimilation




the expectation to “fuse many immigrant groups into an American hybrid culture.”^’
Canada has demonstrated a more significant level of awareness and tolerance ofethnic
diversity than has the United States. The Canadian theme of “unity in diversity” is
appropriate considering the less controversial attitude of the country towards
immigrants.^* Canada’s view of the assimilation of immigrants truly is mosaic, “The
various pieces of which fit together within a common political and economic
framework.”^^
Contemporary Multi-Cultural/Melting Pot Theories
In the classic melting pot theory, three schools of thought present the various
ways immigrants in the United States manage to survive within the populace. These
schools offer that the immigrants arrive in the country and employ one of three processes
of assimilation in their efforts to survive. A reflection on the melting pot theory shows
that the first option of its assimilation system consists of the immigrant merging
homeland cultures and values and entering the melting pot to fuse with the American
culture. This allows the immigrants to maintain aspects of their character while adopting
ones of their hosts’ culture. The second process calls for the immigrants to co-exist.
This will enable them to maintain their character and to keep it independent among the
versatile characters present. The third is to employ true assimilation whereby




immigrants become Americanized. These three schools of thought are historical in
perspective but not limited to that period since pertinent literature on the issue identifies
similar contentions for the assimilation process.
At a conference sponsored by the National Federation of Indian-American
Associations, Ashwin Vyas presented a paper entitled “How Much ‘Melting Pot’ Can
Melt; A Process ofAssimilation and Ethnic Identity,” in which he discusses similar
ideologies in the process of assimilation. These three ideologies developed as a means to
explain the socialization process of assimilation. These three ideologies are as follows:
a) Anglo Saxon conformity, b) melting pot, and c) cultural pluralism. Similar to those
presented here in the three schools of thought on the melting pot theory, these three
multi-cultural melting pot theories address the immigrant process to fit into society. The
Anglo Saxon conformity is described as the first process that refers to Americanization.
Americanization has already been described as the assimilation process that takes place
in which the expectations of the immigrant are to relinquish ancestral culture in favor of
the hosts’ more prominent culture. This process is called the Anglo Saxon conformity
whereby the host culture is identified as the Anglo Saxon core group.
The second ideology described at the First Global Convention ofPeople of Indian
Origin was the melting pot, an idea the author purports developed in the beginning of the
20* century. This ideology “envisaged a biological merger of the Anglo Saxon people
with other immigrant groups and a blending of their respective cultures into a new
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indigenous American type.”'*® This assimilation process is equated to the first school of
thought melting pot assimilation theory. The same process is explored in the multi¬
cultural melting pot theory that occurs in the first school of thought. The melting pot
ideology and school of thought hold that this assimilation process absorbs the character
of the immigrant and the host into the new national character or as Vyas terms the new
indigenous American type.
The third ideology in “How Much ‘Melting Pot’ Can Melt: A Process of
Assimilation and Ethnic Identity” is cultural pluralism. This assimilation process
enables the maintenance of the immigrant character and “preservation of the communal
life and significant portions of the culture of the later immigrant groups within the
context ofAmerican citizenship and political and economic integration into American
society.”^' This process is the same as the one identified in the melting pot theory second
school of thought. It contends the same as Vyas’ third theory that holds it is possible for
assimilation to occur and immigrants co-exist within the host populace while their
culture and character continues to exist. This process allows the immigrants’
background to remain independent of the host’s culture.
A review of pertinent literature tends to yield a variety of contentions on the issue
of immigration and assimilation. Generally, the assimilation process surrounds the
immigrant’s ability to filter into the society on an economic and social basis without
^'Ashwin Vyas, “How Much ‘Melting Pot’ Can Melt: A Process ofAssimilation and Ethnic Identity,”
(paper presented at the First Global Convention ofPeople ofIndian Origin: Conference Program and
Papers, Sheraton Centre, New York, 27 August - 3 September 1989.
''Ibid.
62
interrupting the flow. Similar contentions are made by Vyas and Glazer and Moynihan
on the issue of immigrant ethnicity impacting the assimilation process. The former
offers;
People from different nations, different cultural backgrounds, have come
to this country to experience a new way of life. At first they, as individuals,
feel a need to identify themselves by their ethnic background. This somewhat
easy type of identification gives them a status. Thus, ethnic identity has
become important and primary in this society.'*^
Glazer and Moynihan highlight the significant affect that immigrant ethnicity has
on the assimilation process and contend that it is more than an influence on events. It is
generally the keystone. They identify the source of the hostility immigrants experience
as a result of their ethnicity.'”
The desire for ethnic identification is expected in immigration as well as in
migration. People tend to find an understandable comfort zone when a means exists for
them to identify with others. As Linda Robinson’s article emphasized, immigrants tend
to live in areas where members are from their native land.'” In the multi-cultural melting
pot theory, importance is placed on the need for the individuals to identify themselves by
their ethnic heritage as an initial mechanism for assimilation. The individual’s need to
maintain ethnic identity in society is described by Vyas as primary. A more realistic




"Linda Robinson, “American’s New Melting Pot,” 32.
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A means to control ethnic tensions in terms of “management of ethnic tensions
and hostilities rather than their complete elimination.”*’^ In the same manner in which
other authors point out that immigrants must engage in one form or another of
assimilation, the same theme is present in “How Much ‘Melting Pot’ Can Melt.” The
contention is made that management of ethnic tensions will result. Additionally, diverse
groups reach a point of commonality in order to exist, a level of “common survival
agreement.”*”’
The purpose for the entire assimilation process is for the immigrants to fit into the
society they choose to join. It does not mean that they must lose their identity to be a
part of the society. This is evidenced by the three schools of thought in the melting pot
section and seconded by the three ideologies in Vyas’ paper. Americanization and
assimilation are inherent aspects of immigration yet an immigrant does not have to
become Americanized to be a member of society. Generally, authors write from a point
of view that reflects personal beliefs. At the Convention of People of Indian Origin,
Vyas’ perceptions while relevant for that time and audience suggests a view that can
transcend racial and ethnic boundaries and apply to various people. He stated that:
We, as an ethnic group, need not get involved in the process of becoming
‘Americanized,’ in which we have to renounce all our ancestral culture nor
in biological merger with the host society. Cultural pluralism may represent
**Vyas, “How Much ‘Melting Pot’ Can Melt.”
■“Ibid.
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a more ‘ideal’ solution to the problem. It allows the preservation ofour
cultural identity along with respect and understanding towards cultures and
traditions of other ethnic groups of the host society.'*’
Historically, the issue of immigration has involved the concerns of natives over
the impact of newcomers on the economy as well as the socialization process.^* On the
issue of immigration, concern has always focused on whether or not immigrants come to
adopt the ways of the land or try to change what they find given that the national
character is already fixed.'*® It seems that regardless as to the assimilation mechanism
employed, there is always an initial period of hostility before there is understanding or
cooperation^® According to The New Americans, cooperation is the result of “the
convergence in socioeconomic status across generations, most immigrants disperse from
the ethnic neighborhoods where they first tend to settle, and integrate with the overall
population.^'
Hostility is often the initial response when there is a difference among people.
The ethnic differences that exist within the United States cause hostility which must be
controlled in order for a civilized society to progress. Based on the history of
immigration and the patterns ofhostility that Americans have displayed towards
immigrants, we have a prime indication of how attitudes change and hostility fluctuates.
^’Vyas, “How Much “Melting Pot” Can Melt: A Process ofAssimilation and Ethnic Identity.”
■**Smith and Edmonston, eds.. The New Americans, 14.
■*®Handlin, Immigration as a Factor in American History, 147
^James P. Smith and Barry Edmonston, eds.. The New Americans, 12.
*'lbid.
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Americans “have always been ambivalent toward immigration, welcoming flows of
foreigners in one era, blocking them in the next.”^^ Over the past 50 years, according to
editors James Smith and Barry Edmonston:
Polling data have charted a deepening opposition to immigration, linked
in part, it appears to economic concerns. Interethnic tensions have surfaced,
especially in areas of high unemployment and poverty. Attitudes are by no
means monolithic, however; Americans ofAfrican, Hispanic, and Asian
descent are more accepting of immigration than non-Hispanic whites are.
At present, about 68 percent of non-Hispanic whites favor decreasing
immigration, compared with 57 percent of blacks. Asians and Hispanics are
even more favorable toward immigration than blacks. Persons with more
education tend to accept immigration more than those with less education.
Finally, attitudes toward immigrants are no more negative in states with large
immigrant populations than in the rest of the coxmtry.*^
Based on these statistics, it seems obvious that hostility is able to be controlled or, as
Vyas terms it, managed and civilization able to progress.
It has been established in this study that the United States is comprised of various
people who come from various countries and different walks of life. The differences in
their cultures and customs is what makes this country so imique and diversified. The
nature of the diversity among the groups in this country has been explored throughout
discussions of immi^ation and assimilation. Nonetheless, Marger delves into the issue
of diverse groups when he considers the nature of the multiethnic society. He identifies




ethnic conflict. “The system of ethnic stratification,” Marger vsrites, “With its attendant
prejudice and discrimination, is most common.”^'*
In his book. Race andEthnic Relations: American and Global Perspectives,
Marger explores the results of the encounter of the various ethnic groups. It has already
been demonstrated throughout history that when people ofdifferent backgrounds
encounter and interact with one another, there tends to be initial hostility before
cooperation. The patterns of reformation to U.S. immigration laws show that resistance
in the United States fluctuates when the host culture feels overwhelmed or over-burdened
by the influx of immigrants. There also tends to be the process of assimilation that takes
place through these encounters ofdiversified groups that results in the engagement of the
melting pot, Anglo Saxon conformity, or cultural pluralism assimilation process. The
author suggests that in addition to the multiethnic group discourse with the ethnic
stratification, other dimensions of processes of intergroup relations exist. These other
dimensions cause the significant different patterns between dominant and minority
groups.”
Marger follows the contention ofothers in the field when he writes that ethnic
relations automatically generate conflict since news accounts of violence and general
hostilities are prevalent in multiethnic societies.” It is his idea that a significant number
of theorists have looked at conflict as an elementary, if not permanent, feature of the
’"Ibid., 14.
’’Marger, Race and Ethnic Relations, 113,
’‘Ibid.
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multiethnic encounter and interaction. In Race and Ethnic Relations: American and
Global Perspectives, Donald Young’s contends the following:
Group antagonisms seem to be inevitable when two peoples in contact
with each other may be distinguished by differentiating characteristics,
either inborn or cultural, and are actual or potential competitors.”
It is not always necessary for conflict to occur when different peoples meet though the
potential for conflict may be ever-present. This is idea is presented by Marger who
elaborates.
Even in those cases where apparently peaceful relations exist between
groups for extended periods, potential conflict always remains near the
surface and reveals itself in periodic and unanticipated eruptions ofhostility.
Though it may not always be overt and extreme, conflict is the primary
underlying facet of systems of ethnic inequality.^**
Marger also presents the idea that ethnic conflict exists, but it is not maintained at
a constant rate; it does not take the same form; and, the basis of the conflict is not routine
from one society to another or even within the same society. He points out that ethnic
conflict can be reduced, and in some situations, although it is a rarity, multiethnic groups
may live peaceably for extended periods of time in a state of harmony.”
While Marger suggests peaceful co-existing is possible for multiethnic groups, he
shares that sociologists have presented theories stating how ethnic groups follow one of
two paths: either increasingly they blend together or they remain segregated. Basically,
^Donald Young, AmericanMinority Peoples (New York: Harper and Row, 1932), 586 quoted in Martin





“Groups may become more alike culturally and interact with one another more freely;
this is assimilation. These groups may also engage in a process of separation and
they remain “culturally distinct and socially segregated; this is pluralism.”'^' Marger
notes that pluralism is of two types and defines them in terms of the distribution of
political and economic power among groups. Either the multiethnic group will be
culturally and structurally distinct groups wherein the political and economic distribution
of resources is proportionate within the group or it will be the opposite. The culturally
and structurally distinct group will be relatively unequal politically and economically.
According to Marger assimilation can be viewed in four dimensions; the cultural,
the structural, the biological, and the psychological. Nonetheless, for the purpose of this
study the emphasis is on the first two dimensions. The cultural dimension of
assimilation equates to the theories presented by Vyas and the schools of thought
discussed during the review of the melting pot. Cultural dimension of assimilation
requires the willingness ofone group to take on the characteristics ofanother group.
Characteristics or cultural traits include elements such as language, religion, and eating
habits. It is typical that the minority group will take on the cultural traits of the more
dominant group although there is the likelihood of transaction in the opposite direction
as well.“ Typically, it is to the benefit of the minority group to adopt to the ways of the





the members are viewed as acceptable.*'’ At some point, however, there must be at least
cooperation in order for the society to progress. There must be a willingness of the
minority group at least to facilitate cultural assimilation in the form of language since
communication would be limited should the immigrant hold steadfast to a native tongue
that is foreign to the host populace.
Marger’s definition of structural assimilation refers to “an increasing degree of
social interaction among different ethnic groups.”*'^ The main feature of structural
assimilation is the widespread location of the members of the minority ethnic group in
various social institutions. Yet, even with the widely dispersed minority ethnic group, it
is more common for the minority group members to interact in a social context with
members of the dominant group. The distinction is made on two levels for structural
assimilation interaction: the primary and the secondary.**^ Primary relations are those
informal occurrences that usually take place with the confines of small and intimate
groups that develop with family and friends. Evaluating the interaction ofmultiethnic
group members is deemed affective and the emotional bond transcends the traditional
boundaries of the immigrant and native-born relationship. On the secondary level of
structural assimilation, the interaction is among members who are impersonal in areas
such as school, the work place, or in the political arena. While the groups are





relations among members are thus formal and nonaffective.”** For structural
assimilation, the implication is that the interaction takes place among members of
different ethnic groups within a personal network. Also the issue of ethnic hostility is
mute. The members interacting are able to place emphasis on other social traits such as
class and individual characteristics as opposed to ethnicity.^’
An interesting point made by Marger on the issue of assimilation is that several
factors affect assimilation and determine the rapid and almost complete assimilation of
particular groups and the continuance of segregation of others. Marger insists the
manner of entrance, time of entrance, demographic factors, cultural similarity, and
visibility are factors affecting the assimilation process for various groups.
The manner in which a group enters the society is critical in the determining
placement of the group in the ethnic hierarchy. A group entering voluntarily has less
conflict potentiality than those who experience forced entry.'’*' The White Anglo Saxon
Protestant (WASP) group came of its own free will and set the pace for the ease of their
assimilation process. African Americans, who were brought here by force as black
slaves, are not afforded the luxury ofcare-free assimilation. Given the hostile manner in





would stand to reason that they hold reservations about conforming to the ways of a
people who initially assigned them to a subordinate status within society.
The time of entrance of a group into the society is significant in terms of that
groups own ability to assimilate without resistance, fear, and suspicion. These reactions
and feelings are common for strangers to experience. As a group, native-born hostility is
less likely to be experienced when the group has been in the society for an extended
period of time.™
The demographic factors are considered relative since the entrance and
assimilation process ofgroups that are small in number tend to be less strong and pose no
threat as opposed to those which are large in number. The larger group poses a threat to
the host’s members in terms of competition for social resources including opportunities
for employment and education. Furthermore, the size of the group reinforces the desire
ofmembers for retention of cultural ways while resisting the adoption of the dominant
group traits.’’ Cultural similarity seems to be the more acceptable trait for the minority
group to possess since assimilation is ‘Tavored if the group is culturally similar to the
dominant group.”™
Finally, the visibility factor for a multiethnic group is the most critical in
determining the ease to which assimilation occurs. The physical appearance of the group
^bid., 127
™Ibid.
’’Martin N. Marger, Race andEthnic Relations: American andGlobal Perspectives, 127-128.
’^Ibid., 128.
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is given the most weight since discrimination tends to be initially on those differences
that are visible. Assimilation is not impossible for those whose physical appearance is
drastically different from other members in the society, the visible factor just serves as an
additional hurdle for resistance.’^
Assimilation and pluralism are inherent features of the immigration process.
They encompass various aspects that determine the rate at which the level of native-born
hostility occurs. Authors have demonstrated that resistance is inherent in the
assimilation process and that hostility is an obstacle that can be overcome. Multiethnic
groups in the United States have managed to exist in a diversified society. This has been
achieved despite the transition difficulties experienced by certain groups.
For the most part, the literature indicates that the transition for the immigrant has
been difficult. The experiences of the newcomers are as varied as their cultural
backgrounds. The motives for leaving their homelands to venture to a far away country
are similar. The literature also shows that as times changed and the people changed so
did the U.S. laws on immigration and the native-born attitudes towards immigrants.
The review of the literature is consistent in showing that immigration is an
intricate part of the U.S. history. It emphasizes the transitional periods for immigrants in
the classical and contemporary theories of the melting pot. In both perspectives, there is
a consistency of intolerance of the host society towards the newcomers as well as a
resistance of the newcomers to adopt or conform to the ways of the host culture. The
advancement of the country always traced back to credit the efforts of the newcomers.
”lbid.
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Yet, the literature consistently points to the fact that the hostilities of the U.S. population
were based on reasons that relate specifically to the involvement of the immigrants in the
pioneering stage of the country. Even then, the perception was that the immigrants were
stealing jobs and the immigration issues relate to economic impact and the socialization
process.
The Issue of Illegal Immigrants
Although the issue of illegal immigrants is not the focus of this study, it is
virtually impossible for one to discuss the topic of immigrants without a briefmention of
their counterparts, illegal immigrants. This is particularly true since illegal immigrants
have been as much a part of the history of the United States as those who enter by legal
process. Given the frustrations of the native-born with the presence of immigrants, it
seems insignificant to make a distinction between the two. Nonetheless, for the purpose
of this study, the primary concern is with the legal immigrant although this brief
perspective on illegal immigrants is provided.
The enormous number of illegal aliens present in the United States makes it
almost impossible to ignore their presence. According to “The Number of Illegal Aliens
is Large and Growing,” the country now serves as home to an estimated 5 million illegal
and it suggests that 300,000 are added to their number every year.’'*
According to “Factors Influencing Immigration,” there are several external forces
(so-called "push factors") that cause immigration, particulary illegal immigration, to
’^FAIR, “The Number of Illegal Aliens is Growing,” April 1997; available from
http;//www.fairus.org/04118604.htm; Internet; accessed on 27 July 1998.
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rise. These factors include; 1) rapid world population growth, 2) endemic
underemployment in the Third World, 3) more accessible and affordable transportation,
and 4) rising expectations among citizens of non-Western countries.’^ The article also
identified the internal forces (or "pull factors") that send immigration upward. The
internal forces include the following: 1) more generous refugee and asylum policies and
church-operated resettlement programs; 2) employers' desire for cheap labor and for the
"best and brightest"; 3) lax enforcement of our immigration laws against illegal
immigration; and 4) support networks and advocacy efforts by immigrants-rights
groups.^*'
The number of immigrants in the United States increased tremendously
subsequent to amendments to the immigration laws of 1965. More Asians and Latin
Americans made up the majority of the immigrant population, a drastic change to the
European influx to which America had become accustomed. Hence, immigrants had
become more noticeable not only because of the dramatic increase in the numbers, but in
the change of cultures as well.’^
In this same period, regional and economic changes caused the number of illegal
immigrants to increase. By 1988, an overwhelming number of immigrants, 200,000
’’fair, ‘Tactors Influencing Immigration,” May 1997; available from http://www.fairus.org/
history.htm; Internet; accessed on 27 July 1998.
’"Ibid.
’’F.D. Bean, G.Vemez, and C.B. Kelley, Opening and Closing the Doors (Washington, D.C.: Urban
Institute, 1989), 1. quoted in David Jacobson, Rights Across Borders: Immigration and the Decline of
Citizenship (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1996), 42.
75
illegal aliens per year, were settling in America.’** This growing number of immigrants,
along with the number of immigrants coming in under refugee quotas, forced America to
rethink its policies because the country had lost complete control over the influx. The
Select Commission on Immigration and Refugee Policy, established by Congress in
1978, considered the situation of illegal entry into this country a problem that was urgent
and required immediate attention.’^
In 1986, Congress passed the Immigration Reform and Control Act which
brought major changes to U S. immigration law. Perhaps the most crucial components of
the Act were the legalization programs for specific illegal immigrants already in the
United States, penalties for employers who hired illegal immigrants, and increased
boarder enforcement. The development of the IRCA was most significant in the history
of immigration in that it demonstrated how migratory pressures influenced the
relationship between U.S. citizens and immigrants.
In one form or another, public policies related to immigration have always been
widely debated. Although the content and form of these debates have differed from one
decade to the next, it is clear that this issue has always proven to be both interesting and
important to the American society because it helps to define our true national identity.
Historically, debates on immigration policies and laws have challenged political
’’Jacobson, Rights Across Borders, 42.
’“Ibid,
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stereotypes and served as mechanisms by which philosophical differences are
expressed.*'
One positive aspect of the aforementioned debates that have occurred over the
years is the fact that the actors involved in such debates agree on one major point:
immigration has consequence. The problem here, however, is that it is not clear as to
whether these consequences are good or bad for America. Although current literature
suggests that the crudest consequences of them all relate to political power, it has
become apparent in recent years that the most important consequences are cultural.*^
History reveals that racial and ethnic groups in America have been quite diverse and still
are. In the book Immigration: Debating the Issues, the discussion is that society is
embarrassed to discuss the shortcomings or failures of ethnic groups, but cultural traits
such as attitudes to work and education are intrinsically related to economic success.
Jews, for example, have been successful wherever they lived in the world, and political
activists in the United States have not, as a whole, fought to restrict them. There is
absolutely no question that cultural characteristics of current immigrants will have
consequences, whether they are negative or positive, the United States now and in the
years to come.
While the nation struggled to enact policy to deal with those who sought legal
entry into this country, the issue of illegal aliens escalated to be a serious problem. Since




illegal aliens do not register their presence in the United States with any regulatory
agency, estimates are provided on their numbers which in 1994 stood at 3.4 million.**'* In
1981, President Reagan supported legislation to penalize employers for hiring illegal
immigrants, the Immigration Reform and Control Act of 1986 (IRCA).*^
President George Bush made the infamous statement that the United States is a
“kinder and gentler nation.” Yet, it was his policy to turn back boatloads ofHaitian
refugees trying to reach the Florida shores.*** These people fled their country to avoid
political prosecution, upheaval, and the possibilities of government sanctioned killings.
But, they were turned back at the land’s edge.
While running for office. President Bill Clinton denounced Bush’s policy towards
illegal immigrants only to turn around, once elected, and seemingly embrace the same
practice. In fact. President Clinton’s administration seemed to mirror-image the actions
of President Bush’s when in June of 1993, several hundred “illegal” Chinese immigrants
were intercepted as their ship attempted to enter our country from the west coast bound
for California. The people were detained aboard their ship until the United States
government persuaded Mexico to take them in and ship them back.*’
In February 1993, shortly after taking office. President Clinton was determined to
do a better job than that of his predecessor(s) on dealing with the issue of immigration.
*^John DeMott, “Immigration Policy’s Double Impact,” Nation’s Business, December 1994, 31.
*Tost, “Cracking Down on Immigration,” 109.
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In the President’s Radio Address on May 6, 1995, Clinton told the country that “illegal
immigration is a problem that our administration inherited and it’s a very serious one.”**
In 1995, Clinton directed the heads ofall executive departments to “strengthen our
program to reduce illegal immigration in four key areas; first, protecting our borders;
second, protecting the interests ofworkers in the workplace; third, removing more illegal
aliens; and fourth, providing more assistance to the States which are burdened with the
problem of illegal immigration.”*‘^
Weisberger discusses how it was only a few months after Clinton took office that
the world saw the tragic story of a freighter, the “Golden Venture,” that ran aground
outside New York City. Its cargo was nearly 300 Chinese workers trying to sneak into
the country, ten ofwhom drowned trying to swim ashore.^
Indeed, over the past decade, there has been enormous debate over the impact of
immigration on the United States. Some studies reflect that immigrants create new jobs
and inject vitality into the American economy. Other research shows that the arrival of
unskilled and uneducated immigrants places an undue burden on the American society.
It is clear from both arguments that citizens and lawmakers either favor
immigration reform in its current form, or they oppose it and feel that drastic measures
should be imposed in order to tackle the existing problems. Those who favor
immigration reform maintain that proposed changes would eliminate current visa
**U. S. President, Public Papers of the Presidents ofthe United States (Washington, D.C.: Office of the
Federal Register, National Archives and Records Service, 1995), William J. Clinton, 1995, 646.
*’lbid., 647,
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backlog and reduce any abuse within the system. Immigration reform opponents contend
that proposed changes are misleading. Most immigrants to America epitomize the
American work ethic and provide a steady stream of innovation and enrichment.’’
While the federal government can only provide estimated numbers on the
population size of illegal aliens, the statistics are clear showing the billions of dollars of
tax payers’ monies spent annually by states to provide services to illegal immigrants.
According to California’s Governor, Pete Wilson, for example, “California taxpayers are
compelled by federal law to spend more than $3 billion to provide services to illegal
immigrants— it is approaching 10 percent of our state budget.”’^
Interestingly, in spite of the heavy burden that the illegal alien population places
on his state’s budget. GovernorWilson did not criticize them directly. He said:
It’s hard to blame people who day after day pour across our borders.
They’re coming to find a better life for themselves and their families. It’s
easy to sympathize with them and even admire their gumption. It is those in
Washington that we should condemn— those who encourage the illegals to
break the law by rewarding them for their illegal entry..., We are a state
and a nation of immigrants, proud ofour immigrant traditions. Like many
of you. I’m the grandchild of immigrants. My grandmother came to this
country in steerage from Ireland... And America benefitted from her and
millions like her.”
’‘Pro & Con; Should Legal and Illegal Immigration Reform Be Considered as Separate Measures?”
Congressional Digest, 75, no. 5 (May 1996); 144 -159.
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Certainly, there are many politicians, like GovernorWilson, who can trace immigrants
within their ancestry. Nonetheless, does that excuse lawmakers in Washington, D C.
from providing relief to the rest ofthe nation from lawbreakers who cross into U.S.
borders illegally? Pete Wilson is inclined to answer “no” to this question. He goes on to
point out:
But we, as a sovereign nation, have a right and an obligation to determine
how and when people come into our country. We are a nation of laws, and
people who seek to be a part of this great nation must do so according to the
law....
... We are a generous people. But there is a limit to what we can absorb
and illegal immigration is now taxing us past that limit....
.. . And if the federal government were held accountable, they would
quickly discover that the cost of ignoring the real and explosively growing
problem of illegal immigration is far greater than the cost of fixing it."^
The state ofCalifornia filed a law suit against the federal government seeking
reimbursement of “the costs California bears for incarcerating alien felons in our state
prisons. The price tag this year alone is nearly $400 million, and that doesn’t include the
costs from previous years, the capital costs for housing these criminals, or the costs to
county government.Once a determination is made on the case, if it is in favor of the
state, certainly we will witness other states like New York, Illinois, and Texas following
in efforts to recoup absorbent expenditures from their budgets to cover the costs for
illegal immigrants. It is almost a guarantee that the ink will not have dried on the




In his book. Alien Nation, Peter Brimelow points out that “of course illegal
immigration is a difficult thing to measure,” but he does not excuse the United States
from engaging in a more active approach to stop the flow of these illegals. He points out
the following:
This happened before. Look at the surge of illegal entries in the early
1950s. President Eisenhower brought it under control in 1954 with
‘Operation Wetback,’ a coordinated attack on illegal immigration both at
the border and within the United States. So it can be done.'^
Despite the federal government’s inability to provide an accurate count for the
number of illegal aliens in the country, the numbers available from the apprehension
rates alone indicate that there is a significant presence of illegal aliens in this country.
The INS reported that the rate of apprehensions of deportable aliens during the 1970s,
was a total of 8.3 million for the decade and in the 1980s the rate is reported to have been
1.8 million in 1986.’’ During the period of 1965 and the early 1990s, in the book, Mass
Immigration and the National Interest, statistics show a “tenfold increase in the number
of illegal immigrants who were apprehended.”’* The irony of that portion of the
immigration law is that it appears to be lacking any significant expectations to curtail the
problem. Particularly when one considers that the country’s premiere regulating body on
immigration does not have as its initial policy goal, to stop the flow of illegals prior to
entry.
**Peter Brimelow, Alien Nation, (New York. Random House, 1995), 35.
’’U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service, 143.
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1992), 150.
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The “INS policy is not to guard the border but to try to nab illegals after they
enter the United States.”^ Obviously this is a self-defeating clause given the
astronomically high estimate of those getting by INS agents. This in itselfwould cause
one to speculate if in fact, there does exist, as some have implied, a government
conspiracy to allow these immigrants to enter the country by whatever means the
immigrants find available. The government knows that for the thousands they do not
catch, those individuals will undoubtedly serve as fillers for the low-level paying jobs
and the harvesters of the fields because employers will, in spite of the law requiring legal
documentation such as work permits, continue to hire them. So it is, that these illegal
aliens are assets to the vitality of the American economy, a burden to the state’s social
system budgets, and still for the unemployed U.S. citizen, unfair competition.
On the issue ofwhether or not a government conspiracy exists to enable the
influx of illegal, this supposition is not only limited to this dissertation. The supposition
that the government condones illegal immigration in order to aid employers with cheap
labor is also a theory contained within other research literature. This theme is inherent in
Wade Graham’s article entitled “Masters of the Game: How the U.S. Protects the Traffic
in Cheap Mexican Labor.”
Graham begins his article by giving a voting tabulation from the U.S. Senate on
the passing of the Immigration and Financial Responsibility Act of 1996. It shows that of
the 100 votes cast to pass the bill halting the flow of illegal immigrants into the United
44.
^'Michael Barone, “Attention: Congress Acting Sensibly,” U.S. News & fVorldRefXfrt, 20 March 1995,
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States, only three votes were against it. The 97 votes in favor of the bill afford accolades
to its sponsor. Republican senator Alan Simpson ofWyoming.Senator Simpson
boasted in an interview that “we have stuff in there that has everything but the rack and
thumbscrews for people who are violating the laws of the United States.”'”'
The provisions of the bill include the following: 1) doubling the strength of the
Border Patrol by enabling the INS to hire some 4,700 additional agents over the next five
years, 2) stiffening the penalties faced by those who smuggle aliens across U.S. borders
or falsify documents, 3) complicating the process for illegal immigrantsto gain
employment, and 4) speeding the process to deport aliens who engage in criminal
activity. The senators who voted for passage of this bill did so to demonstrate to the
nation their commitment to protecting the borders. Yet, according to Graham, the
likelihood is that the bill, if enacted into law, will have a comparative level of impact on
the nation’s southern borders as did the 3 dissenting votes on its passage. This, coupled
with the fact that the President threatened to veto any such motion, shows that the end is
not yet near to the escalating problem of illegal immigrants.
Actually, Wade Graham highlights an interesting point he contends that the
senators basically had no intention on slowing the process of illegal immigration into this
country. He suggests that they merely followed the lead ofCalifornia Governor, Pete
'“**Wacie Graham, “Masters of the Game: How the U.S, Protects the Traffic in Cheap Mexican Labor,”




Wilson who managed to pull off a victory with “a promise to crack down on illegal
immigration that American voters put great stock in that notion that our borders must be
protected. Clearly given the level ofbusiness interest in the United States on the issue
ofcheap labor, albeit through a resource of illegal immigrants, the senators are in no way
anxious to impede that process. Graham said that “illegal immigration is only
epiphenomenally a law-enforcement issue; it is at root a labor-market event” This
senators tend to give a false impression to the voters when it is nearing election time.
They tend to emphasize issues that are ofgreat importance to constituents and then put
them aside after the elections.
The article by Graham provides the following statistics that show the seriousness
and profitability of the business of smuggling illegal immigrants into the country:
AlthoughMexican citizens account for up to 95 percent of apprehensions,
illegal entry along the southern border is in no way limited to them. The
INS refers to immigrants ‘other than Mexicans” as OTMS, which, in a
typical year, including Central and South Americans, Russians, Poles,
Nigerians, Albanians, Thais, and thousands upon thousands ofChinese, the
later paying as much as $35,000 each to be smuggled into America.
Agribusiness and manufacturing companies consider the illegal immigrants a valuable
labor source and the politicians, who value the support of these players, are more






David Jacobson echoes the sentiments ofHarris Miller and Graham by stressing:
That Congress acted on a bill restricting the entry of illegal aliens was
remarkable. Immigration is believed to be a “no-win” issue for most
congressmen. Immigration legislation is generally of a restrictive nature.
Most interest groups interested in immigration, particularly ethnic and
agricultural interests, are against restrictions, especially restrictions against
illegal aliens.'*'
While Jacobson notes the fact that illegal immigration is condoned, he also points out the
way that the public is responsible for its continuation. He writes that the sentiment of the
majority of the American public is hostile to liberal immigration measures in general and
they oppose the existence of illegal immigration. The majority of the American public,
however, is not organized to act on their sentiments. Basically, the American
perception is that illegal immigration is negative and not a welcomed aspect in the
overall process of immigration. Furthermore, the lack of a unified front to thwart the
liberal policy makers is non-existent.
The theory of a government conspiracy is appropriate when the manipulation of
data is a common occurrence in statistical reporting. The number of illegal immigrants
in the country is estimated based on the number of people eluding capture at the border.
According to INS estimates, “Border Patrol agents are able to capture one in every three
people attempting to cross into this country.”Yet, Graham contends that based on
information he received directly from several Border Patrol agents, “There is no way
‘“^David Jacobson, Rights Across the Border, 55-56.
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for Border Patrol agents to know how many people are not apprehended.”'®’ In fact, one
agent shared with Graham information he received from a citizen who claims “he
counted 1, 800 people coming across his land in the month of July alone.”"® It is highly
unlikely that an agent who is in the process of securing the borders and risking his life to
do so is able to count the number ofpeople who get away. The focus is on the number of
people apprehended.
The populace of the United States relies on its politicians to carry on the business
of the country in a responsible, honest, and effective manner. Suffice it to say,
manipulating data to deceive the constituents is not indicative ofan honest system. The
issue of illegal immigrants is important to the country since many people consider
themselves affected by the presence of immigrants in the labor market. This aspect of
illegal immigration would seem to be more relevant to decision makers than it has been.
Politicians have engaged in a self-serving role on the issue and appear to work only to
curtail illegal influx and not eliminate it. No wonder the nation continues to cry foul on
the issue of immigration. Particularly on the issue of illegal immigration.
When President Clinton needed help with the issue of immigration, he relied on
the U.S. Commission on Immigration Reform (CIR), chaired by the late Barbara Jordan.
The CIR offered the help that the President sought and he accepted. The CIR
recommended a modest cut in legal immigration and the elimination of some extended-




without hesitation.''' But, to the surprise ofmany, Clinton reneged on his endorsement.
President Clinton rejected a strategy that is considered the “one proven strategy for
controlling illegal immigration, broadened the grounds for asylum, and killed legal-
immigration reform.”"^ As a result, problems with reform and immigration remain.
A policy analysis was conducted in 1995 by John Miller and Stephen Moore in
which they reviewed the Orwellian legislation. The legislation would establish this
country’s federal computer worker registry, the intended purpose is aimed at reducing the
illegal immigration. The computer worker registry is supposed to implement a
national system for identification ofall 120 million American workers. It will provide an
identification data base and the operating process would, for the first time ever, require
the country’s employers to receive permission from the government to hire a new
employee. ‘
Senator Dianne Feinstein (D-Calif) wants the system to be more elaborate. She
urged that the ID cards contain not only the employer information, but also enable it to
contain photographs, fingerprints, and retina scans. The computer registry is considered
intrusive since it has the ability to delve deeper into ones background than just to identify
'"Ibid.
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work location and citizen status."^ According to the policy analysis conducted by Miller
and Moore, there are several reasons too that the United States populace should oppose
this computer registry. A few reasons include; (1) a lack of constitutional authority,
(2) invasion of privacy, (3) costs to employers, (4) error rates, and (5) an unworkable
solution.”^
The policy analysis conducted by these gentleman elaborated on each issue and
provided sound and thought provoking reasons to limit the amount of government
intervention that would occur with the establishment of the computer registry. The cost
of the system is estimated between $3 billion and $6 billion per year to administer. The
error rates are typical in government databases that would lead to unacceptable numbers
ofAmericans being denied legal access to the workforce.' The bottom line on the issue
of a national computer registry, contend Miller and Moore, is that the intended purpose
of the registry is to reduce illegal immigration, but the cost to the Americans is not
worth the benefit on the issue of illegal aliens. The authors write as follows;
Some level of illegal immigration is the price we pay for our freedoms and
and liberties. Congress may want to trade offAmericans’ basic rights in order
combat illegal immigration, but the public should not.
Even with the numerous flaws and dangerous aspects of the computer registry,






and rep. Lamar Smith (R-Tex.) who chair the immigration subcommittees of their
respective chambers are elated. They are working on legislation to establish the national
registry and both introduced bills to have the national system in operation in 1999.
It is important to reiterate that the focus of this study remains on the aspect of
legal immigrants even though this section on the impact of illegal immigration is
provided. It is done so because the information is significant in understanding the overall
immigration issue.
The Impact of Immigrants on the U.S. Economy
While President Clinton made the point that there is a need to “protect the
workers in the workplace” (i.e., protect American jobs) when considering illegal
immigration, the need exists to consider legal immigration as well. Weisberger discusses
the Simpson-Mazzoli Act of 1986 that posed two much-disputed issues on dealing with
immigration. The first issue was how to count the unmeasured number of undocumented
aliens already in the country. The second issue was how to enforce immigration limits
without great expense to the Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS).
Weisberger delves into the issue of an economic effect of immigration and the
contribution of immigrant specialists to a high-tech economy indicating that it must be
considered. He highlights the fact that “every working-age, well-trained immigrant who
enters the country is a free resource, not schooled at American cost.”'^® These
'"Ibid
’^Weisberger, “A Nation,” 90-91.
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individuals serve as assets to this nation, not liabilities like the uneducated immigrants
who are often times illegal aliens. They are free resources if one considers that (1) this
country did not pay for the transportation cost to get them to this country, (2) no U.S. tax
dollars were spent to educate them, (3) generally, they secure employment quickly, if not
prior to entry, and their earnings are taxed - money circulated within our system, and
(4) they are privy to employer sponsored health care benefits.
Additionally, their presence can be seen as a plus, particularly by employers, in
the contributions they make in whatever area ofexpertise they lend to our labor market.
As Weisberger continues, “thousands of employers likewise insist that without
immigrants, they could not staff the service industries or harvest the fields.”*^'
Much like the issue of immigration itselfon the whole, the issue ofwhether or
not there is a significant economic affect on the U.S. economy by the immigrant must
considered first from a historical perspective. This is necessary in order to understand
the evolution of the subject at hand. However, without having to reiterate the findings,
which are a theme that is prominent throughout much of the literature, when it comes to
this discussion, the researcher simply agrees with the author who wrote;
Without the influx ofmillions ofEuropeans this procession, like
clock-work, across the continent could not have occurred. The population
would not have been so mobile. There would have been a frontier to be




Several articles discuss the plight of illegal immigrants and the native perception
on their presence in this country; however, others have been written on their
counterparts, legal immigrants. In an article printed in Business Week in 1995, the author
captured the essence of the fear ofmany Americans when she skillfully titled her article,
“Give Me Your Huddled...High-Tech PhDs; Are High-Skilled Foreigners Displacing U.S.
Workers?” The author, Catherine Yang, discussed the belief that is a common thread
among many United States natives, foreigners with advanced scientific skills are taking
jobs that might, absent the immigration law clause permitting employment-based entry,
otherwise be available for native-born Americans. In an attempt to impede the flow of
foreigners entering the nation. Senator Alan Simpson introduced a proposal to “chop the
number to 75,000 from the current 140,000.”*^^
In recent history, it was not uncommon for highly educated foreigners to migrate
to the United States. Enticed by the promise of good American wages, foreign
governments saw their elites leaving in droves, headed for the “promised land.”
According to Weisberger's article, “Between 1956 and 1965, approximately 7,000
chemists, 35,000 engineers, 38,000 nurses, and 18,000 physicians were admitted to the
United States.”'^^ He also writes that “between 1952 and 1961, Britain lost 16 percent of
its Ph.Ds, half to the United States.”'^*^ Certainly, while this may have appeared good for
’^Catherine Yang, “Give Me Your Huddled...High-Tech PhDs; Are High-Skilled Foreigners Displacing
U.S. Workers?” Week, 6 November 1995, 161.
""Ibid.
"’Weisberger, "A Nation," 87.
"‘Ibid., 88.
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the economy, it threatened the economic stability ofU.S. natives when one considers the
fact that these immigrants secured jobs that the host country’s talented, brilliant,
educated native-born could hold. The literature indicates that a “higher proportion of
immigrants than of the native-born work in many jobs that call for high levels of
education: they are college teachers of foreign languages, medical scientists,
economists.”'^’
Vernon Briggs and Stephen Moore indicate in their book. StillAn Open Door?
U.S. Immigration Policy and the American Economy that “immigration itself causes
economic change, and it is, therefore mandatory that the discretionary policies regulating
it be consistent with the labor-force needs of the country.”'"* The fact that so many
people select the United States as their place to retreat, places this country in a position
whereby it has the opportunity to have the best and brightest when it comes to skills-
based selection for employment.
The U.S. has first choice at the “most brilliant and inventive minds from the
United Kingdom, Canada, China, Korea, India, Ireland, Mexico, Phillippines, Russia,
Taiwan, and other nations.”'"’ This advantage alone gives the U.S. the edge in terms of
its ability to compete on a global level, or as the authors suggest it “helps the United
States retain economic and geopolitical leadership.”'*®
'^’James P. Smith and Barry Edmonston, eds.. The New Americans, 8.
*"*Vemon M. Briggs, Jr. and Stephen Moore, StillAn Open Door?: U.S. Immigration Policy and the




Initially, when the opinions contained within the book by Briggs and Moore were
reviewed, a surge ofnativism hostility arose \vithin as the underlying message was
received. That message was that the U.S. should count itself lucky to have access to the
brilliant minds from around the globe, minds that, based on the impression given by
these authors, are unparalleled with those ofU.S. natives.
Briggs and Moore wrote of the immigrants that “their unique skills allow
America to fill those niches in the labor market that cannot be filled by U.S.-born
citizens.”'^' This was perceived as an insult to the intelligence level ofAmericans. Yet,
as authors further elaborate “immigrants are not just productive themselves, they also
make U.S.-born citizens more productive.”Thus, the point is understandable and
acceptable when consideration is given to the possibility that familiarity brings about
complacency. In the absence of any significant challenge, the American-born population
might run the risk ofbeing complacent if it were not for the presence of energetic,
intelligent, and hardworking immigrants. The talented, highly educated and skilled
immigrants force U.S. natives to keep abreast of up-to-date information and to achieve
higher education levels in order to be competitive with immigrants.
In that sense, if the U.S. economy and labor market were driven by fair factors
such as the best person for the job and not tainted by the fact that an immigrant might
take the position for less pay, then possibly the common American perception of
immigrants stealing jobs from Americans would not exist.
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Briggs and Moore provide a useful listing ofwhat they termed “the most critical
economic benefits from immigration;
(1) Immigrants are highly entrepreneurial. Their rate ofbusiness start-ups and
self-employment tend to be higher than that ofU.S.-born citizens. Most immigrant
enterprises are small and not usually profitable. But others, such as Wang Computers,
founded in Seattle by an Asian immigrant, are Fortune 500 firms employing thousands of
US workers.
(2) Immigrants contribute to the global competitiveness ofU.S. corporations,
particularly in high-technology industries. Tens of thousands of exceptionally talented
scientists and engineers are preserving the global leadership ofU.S. firms in frontier
industries such as biotechnology, robotics, computers, electronics, semiconductors, and
pharmaceuticals. Silicon Valley is the modern-day American melting pot.
(3) Many U.S. industries are highly dependent on the flow of hard-working, low-
skilled immigrant labor. These include the fruit and vegetable, apparel and garment,
poultry, and restaurant industries, among others. Without an influx of immigrant labor,
many of these industries would close down or move their operations overseas, resulting
in fewer jobs for American workers and a weakening of our international trade balances.
Indeed, the Wall Street Journal has described low-skilled immigrants as “the backbone
of the California economy.”
(4) The children of immigrants tend to be highly successful professionals with
very high education levels and earnings. A very high percentage of high-school
valedictorians, Westinghouse Science Contest award winners, spelling Bee champions.
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and National Merit Scholars are immigrants or the children of immigrants. Immigrant
children tend to have higher earnings than U.S.-born workers, and they tend to be highly
represented in professional occupations. America’s corporate and political leaders of
tomorrow are the children of today’s immigrants.
(5) Most importantly, immigrants increase the aggregate income ofU.S.-born
citizens and thereby increase U.S. economic growth. Studies show that the net effect of
immigrants, even low-skilled immigrants, is to raise the overall productivity level ofU.S.
citizens. The long-term impact of immigration is higher economic growth and higher
living standards for U.S. citizens.
These examples are indicative ofmost of the benefits that the presence of
immigrants has on the American economy. Additionally, the authors suggest that
opponents of immigration claim the “economic costs of a generous immigration policy
outweigh these benefits.””^ The book. StillAn Open Do(w? challenges that “a careful
review of the evidence on the economic impact of immigration leads to the following
conclusions:
(1) Immigrants use welfare and other social services at about the same rate that
U.S.-bom citizens do. The taxes paid by immigrants typically cover the cost of public
services they use.
(2) The newest immigrants, particularly Asians, are not less skilled or less




entrepreneurial than immigrants of the past. There is no evidence to suggest that we are
at a historic turning point with respect to the benefits of immigration.
(3) There is no evidence to support the claim that over the long term, immigrants
cause unemployment or depress wages ofU.S. citizens. Immigrants create at least as
many jobs as they take by expanding the size of the economy.
(4) The United States is not being overpopulated by immigrants, and immigration
is not at a historically unprecedented level today. The United States is capable of
absorbing well over a million immigrants per year without overwhelming our physical
and social infrastructure.
(5) The impact of immigrants on heavily impacted cities is almost uniformly
positive. Immigrants have prevented a catastrophic decline in the population and thus
the tax base of large cities; they have revived declining inner city areas; and have started
tens of thousands ofnew business enterprises in urban America. ‘
William S. Bernard pointed out specific contributions to the fields of science and
inventions by immigrants who had significant impact on the economy. He identified:
Basic discoveries made by immigrants in the field of pure science have
extended the bounds of the knowledge ofwhich advance in our industrial
and economic life has depended. The work ofCharles Steinmetz (German)
and Michael Pupin (Serbian), who made important discoveries concerning
the nature ofelectricity, has had an especially profound effect on industrial
progress.’’^
'^‘’William S. Bernard, American Immigraiion Policy (New York: Harper & Brothers, 1950), 63.
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The author goes on to identify a host of scientists, inventors, chemists, and others
like medical doctors and architects who helped shape this nation to the status of“great.”
He discussed; (1) the French inventor John Garand who gave us the “Garand rifle,”
(2) the Swedish inventor John Adolph Dahlgren who made inventions in naval gunnery,
(3) John A. Roebling, the German who developed the use of steel wire cables for
suspension bridges, such as the Brooklyn Bridge, (4) Russian Jews, Isaac Levin and
Hiram N. Vineberg, who made important contributions to cancer research and
gynecology, respectively, and (5) the Frenchman, Alexis Carrel, who won a Nobel prize
for his work in surgeiy.
The fact that these immigrants can be held up as role models is an indication of
the economic impact the United States experienced as a result of these foreign-bom
people working in this nation. The value of their contribution to this society should give
leeway to the next immigrant, whether an offspring of theirs or another countrymen, to
be considered as a potential economic resources. Yet, that idea only works in theory
when considering the value of immigrants based on their ability to serve as role models
through exceptional accomplishment.
The fact of the matter is that although there are those immigrants who prove to be
assets to the U.S. economy, there remain thousands who proved to be liabilities. The
latter point is explained by examining the fiscal impact of immigrants. Fiscal impacts
are generally calculated through estimates of the yearly taxable incomes of immigrants
compared to the governmental cost to provide the immigrant household with services.
137Ibid., 65-66.
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Given the estimated taxes paid by the immigrant and the governmental expense to
provide education, health, and welfare benefits, a cost to benefit analysis is provided.
The New Americans indicates that “these annual calculations provide one picture of the
United States today as a consequence ofpast immigration policies, but they cannot be
used to predict the long-run cost to taxpayers of admitting additional immigrants.”
Ron Unz suggests that immigrants are “a natural constituency for the Republican
Party.’”'”’ He explains that “they come to the U.S. to enhance their economic fortunes
and subscribe to principles ofhard work and fiscal sensibility and they also provide a
labor supply on both professional and blue-collar levels.”Based on the fact that the
immigrants come and engage in work, all spectrums of the labor market pose a threat to
the U.S. population. The immigrants do not limit themselves to any one sector of the
occupational structure, and this fact alone causes native-born discomfort with
immigrants. These immigrants are versatile in terms of their occupations and therefore
they impact the U.S. population's occupational structure.
Pointing out a well known fact, that probably is the keystone to the hostile
attitudes ofU.S. native-born, Unz says “anyone walking the streets of our major cities
sees that the majority of shops are owned and often operated by immigrant entrepreneurs,
'^Smith and Edmonston, eds.. The New Americans, 9.
'‘*Ron Unz, "Value Added: Immigrants are A Net Benefit to the Nation and A Republican Constituency,
If the Party Doesn’t Blow It," National Review 46, no.2l (November 1994): 56.
'*'Ibid.
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Korean grocery stores, Indian newsstands, Chinese restaurants.”'^^ Unz in fact, considers
hostility over this occurrence unjustified. It is his belief that “most of these shops simply
would not exist without immigrant families willing to put in long hours ofpoorly paid
labor to maintain and expand them, in the process improving our cities.”Unz states
that “anyone who believes that these unpleasant jobs would otherwise be filled by natives
(either black or white) is living in a fantasy world.”
In line with Unz, William S. Bernard wrote that “the causes of unemployment are
rather to be found in maladjustments of our economic system and are rooted chiefly in
the fluctuations of the business cycle. No economist would challenge the conclusion that
the unemployment problem would not be solved by further restricting immigration or by
stopping it altogether.
Throughout history, the enactment of immigration laws has been promulgated by
the predominant public sentiment at that particular point in time which, for example
brought about the “Chinese Exclusion Act” and basically closed the U.S. “open door”
policy. It is true enough to suggest that the American sentiment, when there is an
economic crisis, considers the immigrant as the culprit to explain why so many
Americans are unemployed. Weisberger discusses the issue by saying that “no economist
would ever suggest, as sometimes does the man in the street during periods of economic
'«lbid
'"Ibid.
'^’William S. Bernard, American Immigration Policy -A Reappraisal (New York: Harper & Brothers,
1950), 70.
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crisis, that the deportation of ten million foreign-bom workers would give jobs to ten
million unemployed native workers.”''^ He goes on to provide a quote from one whom
he referred to as “the world’s most famous economists” by saying:
The notion that a bare reduction of the number of residents would serve to
reduce the number of unemployed, and an increase to unemployment, has
always been regarded as crude in the extreme by those who have given any
thought to the problem involved.
Julian Simon’s Immigration: The Demographic and Economic Facts published by
the Cato Institute and the national Immigration Forum, is perhaps the most thorough
factual document which discusses economic facts relevant to immigration. According to
Simon’s findings, one of the most important facts relevant to immigration and its
economic impact is that new immigrants are more concentrated in the youthful labor
force ages than natives, and this is a period when people contribute more to the public
coffer than they draw from it. Conversely, natives are more concentrated in the
childhood and elderly periods when net flows are from the public to the individual.
Simon also points out that immigrants generally have a year less education than natives,
however, the education of new immigrants has increased with each successive cohort;
the proportion of immigrants with a college education (bachelor’s or post graduate
degrees) is higher than the proportion of the native work force; the proportionate number
'-“rbid., 83.
'^^R. F. Harrod, Chairman of the Economics Section of the British Association, Manchester Guardian,
13 July 1938, quoted in William S. Bernard, American Immigration Policy - A Reappraisal (New York;
Harper & Brothers, 1950), 83.
'^*JuIian Simon, Immigration: The Demographic and Economic Facts (Washington, DC.: The Cato
Institute and the National Immigration Forum, 1996), 4.
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of immigrants in scientific fields increased over the years; immigrants are generally
healthier than natives of the same age and sex; and first and second generation
immigrants do exceptionally well in school, winning a remarkable number of scholastic
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prizes.
In reference to the immigrants’ impact on the labor market, Simon purports that
they do not cause native unemployment, even among the poorly paid minority groups.
New immigrants make as many jobs as they take, and they create, with new purchasing
power and the businesses they start, jobs for other immigrants to fill. Borjas’ 1990 and
1992 studies support Simon’s findings. He concludes that “there is no empirical
evidence documenting that the displacement effect of natives from jobs is numerically
important.”'^'
Numerous studies have been conducted on immigration and its impact on
unemployment. Mueller’s study concentrated on unemployment in Los Angeles and
focused on the extent to which the influx of immigrants entering Southern California in
the 1970s reduced jobs available to non-immigrant workers. His conclusions were that
little or no impact existed. Although more Hispanics were employed in the
manufacturing industry during the 1970s, there was no indication that their jobs were
ones that Americans could have had. It is also interesting to note that in Southern
'"’Ibid.
'’"Ibid., 5.
’’’George J. Botjas, Friends or Strangers: ITie Impact ofImmigrants on the U.S. Economy (New York:
Basic Books, 1990), 92
’’^Julian Simon, Immigration: Ihe Demographic and Economic Facts. 20.
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California, the area where mass immigration occurred, the unemployment rates rose less
rapidly than in the remainder of the nation. In this same area, the unemployment rate for
black and white workers was higher than elsewhere in the state and nation. According
to Muller, the difference in the participation rate between Southern California and the
rest of the nation remains unchanged since the 1970s. This implies that the influx of
immigrants did not influence whether or not people became employed.
Similarly, Moore and Sullivan conducted a study on the comparison of
immigration and unemployment across cities in the United States. Their results showed
that immigrants generally do not have an influence on the labor market or on any persons
except other immigrants, and major effects on employment simply do not exist.
Moreover, increased immigration did indeed show a modest adverse effect on the wages
of the immigrants themselves, and a modest effect on the wages of the young black and
Hispanic Americans. The implications; immigrants, once absorbed into the labor market,
have little or no impact on natives seeking and getting jobs.'”
Vedder and others examined the relationship between the rates of unemployment
for the United States during the 20"' century and found no statistically significant
relationship between the foreign bom population and the unemployment rate between the
years 1900 - 1989. Their study also revealed that when 10 states with the lowest average





the highest average annual unemployment rates, the median proportion that was foreign
bom was 1.56 percent in high unemployment states, compared to 3.84 percent in the low
unemployment states. Hence, the more immigrants there are, the lower the
unemployment rates.
Easterlin’s study of the United States’ cyclical unemployment found that there
was indeed a beneficial linkage between employment conditions and immigration. This
study also suggests that there is no reason to doubt that future immigration would also
respond to employment conditions in the United States and thereby decrease the severity
of the unemployment cycle.
Also applicable to the effects of unemployment was research conducted by
Muller and Espehshade. These researchers focused their attention on the less skilled,
black workforce. Two hundred and forty- seven metropolitan areas in the United States
and 51 metropolitan areas in California, Mexico, Arizona, states with high percentages
ofMexicans, were examined to determine the relationship between black unemployment
and Hispanic presence. The study revealed that black unemployment did not increase. It
is important to note that these researchers also suggest that black unemployment appears
to be directly related to their educational attainment, in the rate of population growth,
and the degree of durable goods manufacturing and construction. Conclusively, blacks





Finally, Sorensen and others studied 33 metropolitan areas to determine foreign
bom influence on white males, black males, and Hispanic males. A very small negative
effect was noted. Although none of the groups studied suffered a loss of employment,
Hispanic males surprisingly, suffered the most.
Perhaps the one area that has caused the greatest concern in reference to
immigrants’ adverse impact on the nation’s economy is welfare use. According to Julian
Simon, immigrants receive an average of $404.00 per person annually compared to
$260.00 received by natives.'*^ Welfare services include food stamps. Aid to Families
with Dependent Children (AFDC), Supplemental Security Income (SSI), and Medicaid.
Immigrants have a 10 to 20 percent higher probability of obtaining these services than do
natives. It should be noted, however, that non-refugees who enter legally through quotas
are not permitted to receive public welfare assistance for three years, thus, they cannot
have a high use in this area. Additionally, it should be pointed out that although policy
makers have placed tremendous emphasis on restricting immigrant’s use ofwelfare,




Understanding the Immigration Policy
The United States has undergone over a century of important legislation directly
influencing immigration policy. These legislative acts were briefly discussed above and
they provide insight into the how this country came to the point where it now lies. Case
in point, of that 1.8 million who were granted legal permanent resident status, more than
1.1 million of these aliens were previously issued “temporary resident status” and were
adjusting their status under the legalization provisions of the Immigration Reform and
Control Act (IRCA) of 1986.‘*‘ The U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service
records that by the end of fiscal year 1991, more than 2.5 million immigrants were
eligible for the final stage of the IRCA, the legalization provision.
Immigrants fall under different categories of the law for consideration of
admission. The categories ofadmission include refugee. Special Agricultural Worker,
non-immigrant worker, asylee, and special preference status for those who have a close
family relationship with a U.S. citizen or legal permanent resident. For 1991,
immigration categories for entrance into the United States can be divided into two basic
categories: (1) those subject to the worldwide limitations and (2) those excluded from
it.'“
Under the worldwide limitation category, the annual immigration limit set for




level ofpriority for admittance of immigrants who qualify under that provision.
Immigrants who met the criteria under the six provisions were eligible to bring their
spouses and children with them. According to the 1991 Statistical Yearbook ofthe
Immigration and Naturalization Service, the highest level ofpriority status is given to
immigrants who are the unmarried sons and daughters ofU.S. citizens, whereby 20
percent or 54,000 visas are issued annually. The second preference gives 26 percent or
70,200 of the limited visas to the spouses and unmarried sons and daughters of
permanent resident aliens. Employment-based preference status falls under the third and
sixth preference where 10 percent or 27,000 visas go to both levels. The fourth
preference admits another 10 percent or 27,000 immigrants who are the married sons and
daughters ofU.S. citizens while the fifth preference permits 24 percent or 64,800 siblings
ofU.S. citizens into the country.
For immigrants who did not meet the eligibility provisions for any of the six
preferred categories, there is the nonpreference status. Basically, this status permits the
issuance of any unused visas from the six categories. This category has been inactive
since 1978 because the number of immigrants seeking admittance exceeded the number
available. However, for 1991, there were 15,000 visas available under the nonpreference
status category to aliens from countries that were adversely affected by the Immigration




In 1991, categories for immigrants exempt from the worldwide limitation were
without specific preference designation. They include the following: 1) immediate
relatives, 2) refugee and asylee adjustments, 3) special immigrants such as certain
ministers of religion and former employees of the U.S. government abroad, 4) certain
parolees from the Soviet Union and Indochina, 5) Amerasians who were bom in
Vietnam, 6) babies bom abroad to legal permanent residents, 7) special agricultural
workers, and 8) aliens who applied for adjustment of their immigrant status after having
illegally resided in the United States since 1982.
The Immigration Reform and Control Act of 1986 contains two legalization
provisions with the first step being temporary resident status and the second permanent
residence status. Some 1.76 million aliens applied for status under the first step. They
were aliens who illegally gained entry into the U.S. and remained here since 1982, The
second step had 1.27 million persons apply who were unauthorized agricultural workers
who worked on perishable crops in 1986.'*'’
Statistical information from the Immigration and Naturalization Service
highlights for 1996 shows; 1) in fiscal year 1996, the number of persons granted legal
permanent resident status was 915,900, an increase ofmore than 195,000 over the
previous year; 2) Mexico was the country ofbirth of 163, 572 immigrants, the most of
any country (18 percent). Asia is the birth-place for nearly 34 percent of all immigrants;




intended residency of nearly two-thirds ofall immigrants; 4) over 24.8 million
nonimmigrants were admitted, 77 percent were tourists; and 5) the republics of the
former Soviet Union ranked higher than all other countries for refugee admissions with
29,536 (39.5 percent).'''*
The more recent data on the statistics of immigrants show that “nearly 427,000
non-immigrants entered the United States as foreign students.”'*^’ This rate is nearly
double the 282,000 foreign students who entered during the 1991 statistic highlight
period.'™ Immigration rates varied from the 1991 analysis in relation to the 1996
highlights.
The evolution of the U.S. immigration policy has encompassed five fundamental
factors: social, economic, diversity, humanitarian, and national security.In spite of the
fact that current debates over the issue give more consideration to the economic aspects
of the issue, historically the policy aim is on a broader perspective. The goals were set
on the family reunification. The political support came from those wishing to serve as
sponsors for their family relatives for immigration to the U.S.
“*U .S. Immigration and Naturalization Service, 1996 Statistical Yearbook ofthe Immigration and
Naturalization Service, 11,
'®lbid.
'’®U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service, 1991 Statistical Yearbook. 11,





This chapter deals with the hypotheses of the study and describes the
sources of data used in the process to complete it. This chapter also offers the reader the
measurement of variables and the analytical procedures employed for this study.
Hypotheses
This study poses two hypotheses for considering the issue of differential
occupational structure among immigrants and the U.S. population during 1991. These
hypotheses are as follows:
Hypothesis 1: The occupational structure among the immigrant population is
different from that of the U.S. population.
Hypothesis 2: There is a significant displacement effect by the immigrant
population on the employment level of the U.S. population.
Sources of Data
In conducting this study, the researcher used already existing data from
secondary sources comprising books, journals, government documents, and magazines.
The sources of data for this study are as follows: 1) the 1990 Census ofPopulation
Social andEconomic Characteristics, 2) the 1991 Statistical Yearbook ofthe
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Immigration andNaturalization Service, and 3) information available from other
secondary sources including journal articles, statistical reports, annual reports,
newspapers and magazines. Most of this information was gathered by the researcher
using the University libraries in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania and those in Atlanta and
Columbus, Georgia; the Bureau of the Census in Atlanta, Georgia; and, the Worldwide
Web.
MEASUREMENT OF VARIABLES
The United States workers and immigrant workers were compared along eight
occupational categories: 1) professional and technical, 2) executive, administrative and
managerial, 3) sales, 4) administrative support, 5) precision production, craft and repair,
6) operator, fabricator, and laborer, 7) farming, forestry, and fishing, and 8) service.
The second level of comparison is made within the immigrant worker population
by major occupational categories across six geographical regions of their place of origin;
1) Europe, 2) Asia, 3) Africa, 4) Oceania, 5) North America, and 6) South America.
However, the comparable data on the experienced unemployed workers (U.S. versus
foreign bom) were available only by six major occupational categories: 1) professional
and technical, executive, administrative and managerial, 2) sales and administrative
support, 3) precision production, craft and repair, 4) operator, fabricator, and laborer,
5) farming, forestiy, and fishing, and 6) service. The comparison is made to determine
the effect, if any, that these categories have on the U.S. occupational structure and to see
if there is any displacement effect on the U.S. labor force.
Ill
Analytical Procedures
The analytical procedures for this study are carried out by the “Excel”
data base program for Microsoft Windows. Two procedures used need a technical
explanation here:
(1) The immigrant worker ratio is calculated by taking the immigrant workers by
U.S. workers multiplied by 10,000. This indicates the number of immigrant workers per
10,000 U.S. workers.
(2) Displacement ratio was derived by taking the U.S. experienced unemployed
figures for the selected occupational category and subtracting the number of foreign-bom
workers in that same field. That figure was then divided by the number of U.S.
experienced unemployed to yield the figure that indicates the proportion of foreign-bom
workers who displaced U.S. workers for the same occupational category.
To determine the significance of the displacement ratio, if the ratio is zero then
there is no displacement effect for that category. If the ratio is less than zero, the
negative total means that U.S. workers in that field were displaced by the foreign-bom
workers at that rate. A positive number indicates that foreign-born workers are displaced
by U.S. workers at the calculated rate.
CHAPTER V
DATA ANALYSIS
In analyzing the data for this study, it was necessary for the researcher to consider
statistical information that referenced two different calendar years for the selected
populations. The data used in this study were gathered by the Bureau of the Census and
reflect statistics for 1990 and 1991 for the employed and unemployed experienced U.S.
populations and the immigrant employed population.
Table 1 presents data on immigrant workers and U. S. workers by eight major
occupation groups. A total of 1,319,923 immigrants were reported in the U.S. workforce
and that the largest number of them, [N = 932,606], participated in the occupational
category of farming, forestry, and fishing. These figures seem relatively inconsequential
to having a significant effect on the overall occupational structure of the U.S. population.
Particularly when one considers that data in table 1 show a total of 115,681,202 United
States workers were reported in the workforce and only 2,839,010 of them engaged in
that same occupational field. In calculating these figures to percentages, however, the
impact of the immigrant population’s participation in this category changes when
deference is given to the fact that 70.66 percent of the total immigrant population, more
than half, participated in this occupational field compared to the low and seemingly
inconsequential 2.45 percent of the U.S. employed population.
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Table 1. Immigrant Workers and U.S. Workers by Major Occupation Group
Occupation Immigrants* United States** Immigrant-U.S. Worker
Professional





& Managerial 27,945 2.12 14,227,916 12.30 20
Sales 19,726 1.49 13,634,686 11.79 14
Administrative
Support 31,435 2.38 18,826,477 16.27 17
Precision Production,
Craft & Repair 52,891 4.01 13,097,963 11.32 40
Operator, Fabricator,
& Laborer 100,304 7.60 17,196,332 14.87 58
Farming, Forestry,
& Fishing 932,606 70.66 2,839,010 2.45 3,285
Service 96,095 7.28 15,295,917 13.22 63
Total 1,319,923 100.00 115,681,202 100.00 114
♦Immigrant data refers to year 1991
♦♦United States data refers to census year 1990
Source: U.S. Department ofCommerce, “1990 Census ofPopulation, Social and
Economic Characteristics,” (Washington, D C.; Government Printing office, 1993), 20.
Source: U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service, J991 Statistical Yearbook ofthe
Immigration andNaturalization Service (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office,
1992), 66.
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Interestingly, this was the only category in which the immigrant population participated
in at a rate ofmore than 10 percent and the participation level for the U.S. working
population was less than 10 percent.
For the U.S, working population, the professional and technical field employed
the largest number of its members active in the workforce, 20,562,901 or 17.78 percent
relative to the 58,921 or 4.46 percent of the total immigrant working population in this
same field. Certainly, at first glance, the relatively low numbers for this specific
category do not seem cause for alarm. The U.S. population does not have to hold, with
any serious level of intensity, reservations toward the influx of the highly-skilled
foreigners with advanced scientific skills. The low numbers in the professional and
technical field do not reflect the need for the nationally-held common thread ofbelief
that these immigrants are taking jobs that absent employment-based entry immigrant
laws, would be available for native-born Americans. This latter point is the essence of
Yang’s article, “Give Me Your Huddled... High-Tech PhDs: Are High-Skilled
Foreigners Displacing U.S. Workers?”'^**
Furthermore, the analysis of the statistical data for this category does not send any
warning flags up for this researcher indicating a need to introduce proposals for drastic
changes to the immigration law. Changes to the law that would deny entry of these
talented immigrants, especially not at the level of severity introduced by Senator Alan
'^‘‘Yang, ""Business Week," 6 November 1995, 161
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Simpson (R-Wyo.). His proposal was to reduce the number of employment-based visas
by nearly half from 140,000 to 75,000.'”
However, based on an analysis of the current data and that of previous eras, the
nervousness of the majority is understandable, particularly if one considers the literature
reviewed and discussed earlier highlighting the period of 1952 and 1961 when Britain
lost 16 percent of its populace to the United States. While 16 percent seems a relatively
low figure, it is significant considering the fact that this figure includes halfof that
nation’s highest-degreed workers. Then, in retrospect, it is comprehensible for that
nation to be alarmed over the exodus of its educated.
Comparatively so, it is equally understandable for this nation’s educated to be
fearful of the entrance of the educated, even given, what at first glance of table 1 appears
to be, relatively low numbers that would not have any significant affect on the U.S.
population’s position in the occupational category of professional and technical by the
presence of the immigrant population.
Nonetheless, based on the data for this study and other pertinent sources
considered by the researcher, it is astonishing that historically and presently, the U.S.
population has been so concerned about the influx of immigrants and their ability to
impede the effectiveness of the U.S. population to secure employment. Yet, according to
the article, “Job and Income Trends and Immigration,” inMigration News, October
1995, there were a total of “40 million new jobs created between 1983 and 1993, yielding
net job growth of 20 million. About 60 percent of these 40 million new jobs required
"’Ibid.
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little education and training.In fact, this article went on to describe how there was
some downward mobility in the US labor force:
... [0]ver 20 percent of the production workers in manufacturing in
1994 attended college, and 71 percent were high school graduates. Both
figures are up sharply from 14 and 40 percent in 1984. Better educated
workers are willing to do factory work because wages and benefits can
give them higher wages than traditional white-collar jobs.
Certainly, to take into account these factors would lend credibility to those
opponents who suggest that there is no clear and present danger for the U.S. population’s
occupational structure to be overtaken by the immigrant population when the data
suggest that the availability of positions for immigrants comes about as a result ofU.S.
population exodus from specific occupational categories.
Additionally, a point that must be examined in determining if there is any validity
to the second hypothesis of this study is the fact that U.S. workers vacate positions
creating an opportunity for employment of immigrant workers. While those educated
U.S.-born persons are fearful of displacement from their jobs, it is certainly important to
know that in states several states including, California, Texas, and Florida, US-born
persons who compose the data for persons with “less than college education” are leaving.
In fact, according to the article, “Job and Income Trends,” they are leaving states where
'’*"Job and Fncome Trends and Immigration,” Migration News 2, no. 10, 10 October 1995 [journal on¬




“80 percent of all immigrants settle— producing what has been called the demographic
balkanization of the United States.”'^*
It is important to consider the data for both ends of the spectrum, the impact on
the educated and the less than college educated. In so doing, the data showed that
between 1990 and 1994, Los Angeles gained 663,000 immigrants and had a net loss of
848,000 native-born residents, while New York City gained 568,000 immigrants and lost
861,000 native residents.”’ These figures seem to suggest a relatively substantial
exodus. Nonetheless, when controlling for the purpose of this study and bringing the
focus back to the impact on the occupational structure, specifically those categories
indicated in this study, the researcher holds that when the 20,562,901 representation of
the U.S. workers in the professional and technical category is compared to the 58,921 of
the immigrant workers, there is no significant effect in those occupational categories that
require higher levels of education and skill performance.
There is a different point of contention for the U.S. resistance to immigrant
influx, particularly that of the educated and highly skilled immigrants. The U.S.
population’s concern shifted from a focus on immigrants stealing American jobs to one
that sends an important message of demand for the nation’s employers to make a
commitment to its people. The message is sent by the Department ofLabor’s
representative who, according to the article inMigration News in April 1995, at a
Commission on Immigration Reform hearing, urged the CIR to “reduce employment-
179^Ibid.
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based immigration in order to balance employers’ needs for international labor market
access with the need to invest in education and job training for US workers.”’*® This
article also pointed out that several CIR commissioners argued that “more rather than
fewer immigrants should be selected on the basis of employer needs.”’*'
Table 1 indicates that the second largest number of immigrants, 1, 100,304, are
employed in the operator, fabricator, and laborer category while data for the U S.
population in that same field is 17,196,332. Again, if one were to make a comparison
using only the whole numbers, the scales would definitely tilt toward drawing the
conclusion that the U.S. population need not fear any “hostile takeover” ofjobs by
immigrants. Yet, the gap seems relatively close with only a 7 percent difference when
one breaks the figures down into percentages and finds that 7.60 percent of the
immigrant population compared to 14.87 percent of the U.S. population participate in
that occupational category. The service category employs the third highest number of
immigrants, 96,095 but ranks fourth for the highest number ofU.S. workers, 15,295,917.
It is interesting to note that the two lowest occupational groups for 1991 were Sales, with
19, 726 immigrants reported to be in the workplace, and Executive, Administrative and
Managerial, with 27,945 immigrants.
Table 2 presents data on immigrants admitted by 8 major occupation groups and
region, 1991 (See page 118). Analyzing the data on North America, the researcher found
iMk. Impacts on U.S. Labor Markets,” Migration News 2, no. 4, April 1995 [journal on-line];
available from http://migration.ucdavis...ive/MN_95/apr_95-06.html; Internet; accessed 8 January 1998.
'*'lbid.
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that it is the region from where the largest number, 1,035,460, of immigrants came
during that year. For the other regions, the second highest was Asia with 156,509
immigrants admitted and Europe ranked third with 54,206 immigrants admitted.
Table 2. Immigrants Admitted by Major Occupation
Group and Region, 1991
Occupation Europe Asia Africa Oceania N. America S. America
Professional
Specialty
& Technical 13,832 28,317 2,816 562 10,201 3,193 58,921
Executive,
Administrative
&Managerial 4,049 12,988 1,489 256 7,478 1,682 27, 942
Sales 1,193 7,304 1,171 132 7,785 1,420 19,725
Administrative
Support 4,704 10,474 1,405 316 12,242 2,292 31,433
Precision
Production,
Craft & Repair 7,273 9,693 698 250 31,991 2,986 52,891
Operator,
Fabricator,
& Laborer 7,801 13,344 1,684 255 70,161 7,056 100,301
Farming, Forestry,
& Fishing 4,323 58,338 9,568 1,459 835,484 23,383 932,555
Service 10,311 16,051 3,669 604 60,118 5,339 96,092
Total 54,206 156,509 22,500 3,834 1,035,460 47,351 1,319,860
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Table 2. — Continued
Occupation* Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent
Professional
Specialty
& Technical 25.52 18.09 12.52 14.66 0.99 6.74 4.46
Executive,
Administrative
& Managerial 7.47 8.30 6.62 6.68 0.72 3.55 2.12
Sales 3.53 4.67 5.20 3.44 0.75 3.00 1.49
Administrative
Support 8.68 669 6.24 8.24 1.18 4.84 2.38
Precision
Production,
Craft & Repair 13 42 6.19 3.10 6.52 3.09 6.31 4.01
Operator,
Fabricator,
Laborer 14.39 8.53 7.48 6.65 6.78 14.90 7.60
Farming,
Forestry,




& Technical 23.48 48.06 4.78 0.95 17.31 5.42 100.00
Executive,
Administrative
& Managerial 14.49 46.48 5.33 0.92 126.76 6.02 100.00
Sales 9.70 37.03 5.94 0.67 39.47 7.20 100.00
Administrative
Support 14.97 33.32 4.47 1.01 38.95 7.29 100.00
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Precision Production,








Table 2. — Continued
18.33 1.32 0.47
13.30 1.68 0.25







**Controlled for occupational categories
Source: U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service, 1991 Statistical Yearbook ofthe
Immigration andNaturalization Service (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office,
1992), 66.
North America ranked first for the farming, forestry, and fishing category with
835,484 of its immigrants finding employment in this field which was 80.69 percent of
that region’s immigrant population with the next closest region for that same field being
South America which stands at 49.38 percent of its immigrant population working in
farming, forestry, and fishing.
Asia ranked second highest in overall immigrants admitted, 156,509 but only had
6.26 of its people admitted to engage in the farming, forestry, and fishing occupation.
More so, an analysis of the data when controlling for occupation showed Asian
immigrants engage in professional specialty and technical and executive, administrative,
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and managerial occupational categories, with 48.06 percent and 46.48 percent,
respectively. Nearly halfof the Asian immigrant population participates in those two
occupational categories, however, a look at the total number of immigrants from that
region in those fields shows a moderate 28,317 for the first field and 12,988 for the
second. Numbers that seem relatively low when considering the overall percentage of its
immigrant population constitutes nearly halfof those admitted.
In the review of the literature, concerns were expressed about the educated
African immigrants flocking to the United States, yet the data in table 2 (see page 118)
shows that a total of only 22,500 were admitted and of those, only 2,816 participated in
the professional and technical category. The majority of immigrants from Africa, 9,568,
participated in the farming, forestry, and fishing field, but on a percentage basis only
constituted 1,03 percent of that population.
Table 3 depicts data related to Experienced Unemployed U.S. Workers and
Foreign Bom Workers by Major Occupation Group. The greatest numbers of
experienced unemployed workers in the U.S. were in the occupational fields ofOperator,
Fabricator, and Laborer, 1,780,330 or 26.21 percent. Sales and Administrative Support,
1,677,169 or 24.69 percent, and Service, 1,271,640 or 18.72 percent, respectively. The
lowest numbers of experienced unemployed U.S. workers were in the fields of Farming,
Forestry, and Fishing, 266,385 or 3.92 percent. Professional and Technical, Executive,
863,436 or 12.71 percent and Precision Production, Craft and Repair, 933,337 or 13.74
percent, respectively.
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Table 3. Experienced Unemployed U.S. Workers and Foreign Bom Workers
by Major Occupation Group
Occupation Experienced Unemployed Foreign Bom Displacement
Professional
& Technical, Executive,
Administrative & Managerial 863,436 12.71 2,367,625 22.20 -1.7
Sales & Administrative Support 1,677,169 24.69 2,698,240 25.30 -0.6
Precision Production,
Crafts & Repair 933,337 13.74 1,279,797 12.00 -0.4
Operator, Fabricator, & Laborer 1,780,330 26.21 1,983,686 18.60 -0.1
Farming,
Forestry, & Fishing 266,385 3.92 405,269 3.80 -0.5
Service 1,271,640 18.72 1,930,361 18.10 -0.5
Total 6,792,297 100.00 10,664,979 100.00 -0.6
Source'. U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service, 1991 Statistical yearbook ofthe
Immigration andNaturalization Service (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office,
1992), 66.
Source'. U.S. Department ofCommerce, “1990 Census of Population, Social and
Economic Characteristics,” (Washington, D C.: Government Printing Office, 1993), 20.
Although there were 6,792.297 U.S. experienced workers unemployed, it does not
appear as though the 10,664,979 foreign bom employed figure had a negative impact on
the former. In fact, the numbers of foreign bom workers in some categories, such as
Sales and Administrative Support, 2,698,240 or 25.3 percent, and Professional and
Technical, Executive, 2,367,625 or 22.20 percent, were high, but the displacement
figures were relatively low at -0.6 and -1.7, respectively. The total displacement figure
for all occupational categories was -0.6. The data in table 3 reveal that there was no
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significant displacement effect of immigrant population on the employment ofU S.
population.
CHAPTER VI
SUMMARY, CONCLUSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary and Conclusion
The issue of immigration in the United States is controversial. Immigration
remains at the forefront ofmany political agendas. Primary concerns over immigration
are for the effect immigrants have on the nation’s economy and labor market. The
perception that immigrants have a negative effect on the occupational structure of U.S.
workers and cause a displacement effect is intermingled in the debate over immigration
reform.
Some researchers argue that the presence of immigrants in the U.S. benefits the
American economy. Proponents of immigration suggest that immigrants stimulate the
nation’s economy in different ways that include: 1) becoming providers of goods and
services with the establishment of small, family-owned businesses, 2) offering job
opportunities to American workers in immigrant-owned businesses, 3) serving as a
valuable resource to the U.S. companies when the talented and highly-skilled immigrants
accept employment in this country, and 4) contributing monies to the U.S. by being a
taxable resource in both the personal and business tax brackets.
Other researchers present the idea that immigrants place an undue burden on the
healthcare, education, and welfare systems in the United States. Opponents of
125
126
immigration argue for immigration reform to include: 1) a significant reduction in the
numbers of immigrants admitted, particularly those entering under the employment-
based provision, 2) stricter penalties for illegal immigration, particularly for those
employers of illegal aliens, 3) increased hiring ofBorder Patrol Agents, 4) expeditious
deportation processes for illegal immigrants, 5) prohibiting eligibility for healthcare,
education, and welfare resources for illegal immigrants. Opponents also contend that
U.S. workers are displaced at a significant rate by immigrant workers.
This study focused on the differential occupational structures among immigrants
and the U.S. population. The major objective of this study is to answer the following
questions:
1. Does the influx of immigrants, both legal and illegal, benefit or adversely
affect the American economy?
2. Is the occupational structure among the immigrant population different from
that of the U.S. population? If it is different, how?
3. Is there a significant displacement effect of the immigrant population on the
employment level of the U.S. population?
4. Is there truly a need for laws to limit the number of immigrants who enter the
country and secure employment, based upon the American perception?
Considering the issue of differential occupational structures among immigrants
and the U.S. population during 1991, the study tested the following two hypotheses:
1. The occupational structure among the immigrant population is different from
that of the U.S. population.
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2. There is a significant displacement effect by the immigrant population on the
employment level of the U.S. population.
The major data sources for this study are the 1991 Statistical Yearbook ofthe
Immigration andNaturalization Service and the 1990 Census ofPopulation, Social and
Economic Characteristics. Additional existing data from secondary sources comprising
books, journals, government documents, and magazines is incorporated in this study as
well.
The major findings of this study are as follows:
1. Immigration legislation in the United States continually changes with the
condition of the economy and the attitude of the American people towards immigrants.
The data shows that despite the shifts in legislated resistance to their presence
immigrants, both legal and illegal, continue to flock to this country in large numbers.
2. The issue of illegal immigration in this country is a problem that has not been
adequately addressed. The method of curtailing the flow of illegal immigrants is among
the top recommendations for U.S. immigration reform. Yet, a method of halting illegal
immigration has not been identified. The Immigration and Naturalization Service does
not have a system to generate an accurate count of the illegal immigrant population. The
INS provides estimates the number of illegal immigrants in the United States.
Equally difficult to discern is the level of commitment that the United States truly
has to reducing the flow of illegal immigrants into its borders. While the information is
available that suggests that there is a serious effort on behalfof policy makers to reduce
the illegal immigrant flow, there is information to the contrary. Literature identifies
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several self-serving reasons why politicians have not rushed to cease the process of
illegal immigration that has overwhelmed this country.
3. The influx of immigrants, both legal and illegal, benefits the American
economy and does not have an adverse affect on it. There continues to be tremendous
disagreement over the perceived impact of immigration on the American economy.
Some researchers argue that immigrants greatly benefit the labor market while others
argue that the influx of legal and illegal aliens has taken jobs away from American
workers. Immigrants are a valuable resource for the countiy, particularly given their
level of participation in the agricultural fields and their entrepreneurial successes. Also,
the immigrant population is a significant resource for U.S. companies to recruit workers
who are talented, highly-skilled, low-skilled, and low-waged.
4. The occupational structure among the immigrant population is different from
that of the U.S. population. The U.S. workers tend to dominate the professional field
while the immigrants are more concentrated in the agricultural fields. For 1991, statistics
show that the immigrant-employed population is concentrated in the farming, fishing,
and forestry field with 932,606 or 70.66 percent. Immigrant participation in this
category is more than half its population. Conversely, the occupational structure of the
U.S. employed population for 1990 identifies a relatively low number ofworkers in the
agricultural fields, 2,839,010 or 2.45 percent.
5. There is not a significant displacement effect by the immigrant population on
the experienced unemployed U.S. workers. Data show some downward mobility in the
U.S. labor force but does not attribute it to the presence of immigrants in the market.
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Results of the analysis of the six occupational categories for the experienced unemployed
U.S. workers indicate that the highest displacement effect is -1.7 percent in the
occupation category ofprofessional and technical, executive, administrative and
managerial field. This -1.7 percent is a relatively low and insignificant effect on a
population of 863,436 in that specific occupational category. Additionally, the
availability ofpositions for immigrants comes about as a result ofU.S. population
exodus from specific occupational categories. In several states including California,
Texas, and Florida, US-bom persons who compose the data for persons vrith “less than
college education” are leaving. They are leaving states where 80 percent of all
immigrants settle— producing what has been called the “demographic balkanization of
the United States.”
6. There is not a need for immigrant reform to significantly limit the number of
immigrants who enter the United States to secure employment. The U.S. professionals
need not fear the influx of educated immigrants, particularly African immigrants, since
the rate is relatively low. There is not a significant effect of immigrants in the U.S. labor
force when the 20,562,901 representation of the U.S. population in the professional and
technical category is compared to the 58,921 of the immigrant population. The overall
impact of immigrants on the nation’s labor market is not negative. Farming, forestry,
and fishing is the only occupational category in which immigrants participated in at a
rate ofmore than 10 percent.
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Conclusion
Based on these findings, as well as the review of pertinent literature and an
analysis of the data support is rendered to hypothesis 1 but not to hypothesis 2.
Therefore, the study concludes that American perceptions about the impact of
immigrants on the U.S. labor market are statistically unsubstantiated. The fears of
Americans are fueled by the U.S. companies continually seeking to hire immigrants
rather than invest in the U.S. unemployed workers.
Recommendations
In order to add to the body of knowledge of the field of international studies, it is
recommended that the following studies be conducted;
1. A study to determine the impact of Asian immigrants on the American
economy with special emphasis on mathematical and scientific fields.
2. A study to determine the impact of immigrants on the workforce in various
regions within the U.S.
3. A study to determine whether or not there is a relationship between
immigration laws and the employment of immigrants in specific fields, for example
computer programmer jobs versus service occupation.
4. A study to determine factors influencing immigrants’ decision to pursue
certain occupations.
5. A study to determine the attitudes ofAmericans towards immigrants in
specific occupational fields.
131
6. A study to determine the relationship between immigrants, national origins
and their preference for certain occupations.
7. A study to determine the relationship between immigrants’ educational
background and their placement in the workforce.
8. A study on inter-generational occupational mobility to determine how the next
generation of the immigrant population will compete in the labor market. The study will
examine whether the offspring acclaim higher occupational status.
Certainly, an endeavor to include any aspect of these recommendations would
enhance the understanding of the impact of the differential occupational structures
among immigrants and the U.S. population on the U.S. economy. It may also serve as a
mechanism to change the make-up of the country’s workforce by effective utilization of
immigration laws that govern the entrance into the United States ofAmerica.
BIBLIOGRAPHY
Books
Bean, F.D., Vemez, G., and Kelley, C.B., Opening and Closing the Doors, Washington,
D C. ; Urban Institute, 1989, xv, 1. Quoted in David Jacobson, Rights Across
Borders: Immigration and the Decline ofCitizenship. Baltimore; The Johns
Hopkins University Press, 1996.
Borjas, George, J. Friends or Strangers: The Impact ofImmigrants on the US. Economy.
New York; Basic Books, 1990.
Bernard, William S. American Immigration Policy - A Reappraisal. New York:
Harper & Brothers, 1950.
Briggs, Vernon M., Jr. Ma.ss Immigration and the National Interest. New York: M.E.
Sharpe, Inc., 1992.
Briggs, Vernon M., Jr. and Stephen Moore. Still An Open Door?: US. Immigration
Policy and the American Economy. Washington, D C.: The American University
Press, 1994.
Brimelow, Peter. Alien Nation. New York; Random House, 1995.
Capaldi, Nicholas, ed Immigration: Debating the Issues.
New York: Prometheus Books, 1997.
Glazer, Nathen and Daniel P. Moynihan. Beyond the MeltingPot; the Negroes, Puerto
Ricans, Jews, Italians, and Irish ofNew York City, 2d ed. Cambridge; M.I.T.
Press, 1970.
Handlin, Oscar. Immigration as a Factor in American History. Englewood Cliffs, NJ:
Prentice Hall, 1959.
Harrod, R.F. Chairman of the Economics Section of the British Association,
Manchester Guardian, 13 July 1938. Quoted in William S. Bernard. American
Immigration Policy. New York; Harper & Brothers, 1950.
132
Jacobson, David. Rights Across Borders: Immigration and the Decline of
Citizenship. Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1996.
Jean de Crevecoeur, Michel-Guillaume. Letters from an American Farmer. New York:
Fox, DufField and Company, 1904. Quoted in Nathen Glazer and Daniel P.
Moynihan, Beyond the Melting Pot; the Negroes, I’uerto Ricans, Jews, Italiam,
and Irish ofNew York City, 2d ed. Cambridge: M.I.T. Press, 1970.
Landes, Alison, Cornelia Blair, and Nancy Jacobs, eds. Immigration and IllegalAliens:
Burden or Blessing. Texas: Information Plus, 1995.
Marger, Martin N. Race and Ethnic Relations: American and Global Perspectives.
California: Wadsworth Publishing Company, 1991.
Smith, James P., and Barry Edmonston, eds. The New Americans: Economic,
Demographic, and Fiscal Effects ofImmigration. Washington, D.C.: National
Academy Press, 1997.
Smith, Richard. Emigration and Immigration. New York. Charles Scribner’s Sons,
1890.
Young, Donald. American Minority Peoples. New York: Harper and Row, 1932.
Quoted in Martin Marger, Race and Ethnic Relations: American and Global
Perspectives. California: Wadsworth Publishing Company, 1991.
Zangwili, Israel. The Melting Pot. New York: Macmillan, 1909. Quoted in Nathen
Glazer and Daniel P. Moynihan, Beyond the Melting Pot; the Negroes, Puerto
Ricans, Jews, Italians, and Irish ofNew York City, 2d ed. Cambridge: M.I.T.
Press, 1970.
Electronic Documents
Alicia Hsuing. “Angel Island.” August 1997. Available from http://www.abetterbigtoy.
com/lkO l-03a.htm. Internet. Accessed 27 June 1998.
Angel Island Association. “The Immigration Station.” Available from http://www.crl.
com/~rdh/island/'immigr01,html. Internet. Accessed 27 July 1998.
133
Bennett, William J. “Making Americans: Immigration and Tolerance.” Current, February
1995. Database, Magazine ASAP [CD-ROM].
Brookhiser, Richard. “TheMelting Pot is Still Simmering.” Time, 1 March 1993.
Database, MAS Full-Text Elite [CI>-ROM].
“CIR’s Impacts on U.S. LaborMarkets.”Migration News 2, no. 4, April 1995. Journal on
Line. Available from http://migrationlucdavis...ive/MN_95/apr_95-
06.html.Intemet. Accessed 8 January 1998.
Colimon, James R. “Haiti’sRawDeal.” Available from http://www.redshift.com/
~ pedigerl/lan]/lanl03/Haiti Policy.htmi. Internet Accessed on 27 June 1998.
The Federation ofAmericans for Immigration Reform (FAIR). “U.S. Immigration
History.” April 1997. Available from http://www.fairus.org/history.htm. Internet.
Accessed 27 July 1998.
. “Factors Influencing Immigration.”May 1997.Available from
http://www.fairus.org/history.htm. Internet Accessed on 27 July 1998.
. “The Immigration ‘Great Wave’ in Retrospect” October 1997. Available from
http://www.fairus.org/041437l0.htm. Internet Accessed 27 July 1998.
. “The Number of Illegal Aliens is Growing.” April 1997. Available from
http://www.feirus.org/04118604.htm. Internet Accessed on 27 July 1998.
. “Polls on Immigration.”September 1998. Available from http://www.fairus.org/
04120604.htm. Internet Accessed 20 September 1998.
Impoco, Jim. “California Tries to Give Back the tired and the Poor.” U.S. News & World
Report, 21 November 1994,42. Database, Magazine ASAP [CD-ROM].
“Job and Income Trends and Immigration.” Migration News 2, no. 10. 10 October 1995
[Journal on-line]. Available from ht^://migratiorLucdavis...ive/MN_95/oct_95-
ll.html. Internet Accessed8 January 1998.
134
Martinez, Demetria. “Hatred Rumbles Along New Fault Line Called Proposition 187.”
National Catholic Reporter, 10 February 1995,18. Database, Magazine ASAP
[CD-ROM].
Matloff, Norman. “Debugging Immigration: Immigrants with Computer Skills versus the
Domestic Labor Pool.” National Review, 9 October 1995,28. Magazine ASAP
Database [CD-ROM].
Miller, John and Stephen Moore. ‘“A National ID System; Big Brother’s Solution
to Illegal Immigration.” Washington, D.C.: The Cato Institute, 1995.
Available from wwwcato.com.org/pubs/policyreport.html. Internet.
Accessed 2 July 1998.
Simon, Julian. Immigration: The Demographic andEconomic Facts. Washington, D.C.;
The Cato Institute and the National Immigration Forum, 1996. Available from
wwwcato.com.org/pubs/policyreport.html; Internet. Accessed 2 July 1998.
Sutherland, Daniel W. “Don’t Mix Welfare and Immigration Reform.” Insight on the
News, 13 February 1995, 32, Magazine ASAP Database [CD-ROM].
Wilson, Pete. “Securing Our Nation’s Borders: Illegal Immigration.” Vital Speeches 60,
no. 17, 15 June 1994. Database, Magazine ASAP. [CD-ROM],
Journals
Borjas, George J. “The New Economics of Immigration: Affluent Americans Gain; Poor
Americans Lose.” The AtlanticMonthly 11%, no. 5 (November 1996): 72-80.
Cattan, Peter. “Newcomers in the Workplace; Immigrants and the Restructuring of the
U.S. Economy.” Monthly Labor Review 117, no. 12 (December 1994): 62-64.




“Evolution ofPolicy; A Century of Immigration Legislation.” Congressional Digest 75.
no. 5 (May 1996); 130.
Jost, Kenneth. “Cracking Down on Immigration; Should Government Benefits and
Services be Cut Off?” CQ Researcher 5. no. 5 (February 1995); 99-115.
Krafft, Susan. “Hide-and-Seek with Illegal Aliens.” Demographics 16, no. 7
(July 1994); 10-12.
“Pro & Con; Should legal and Illegal Immigration Reform Be Considered as Separate
Measures?” Congressional Digest 75. no. 5 (May 1996); 144-159.
Sandoval, Moises. “Immigrants Needed in California Fields: INS Knows It.” National
Catholic Reporter, 28 June 1996, 20.
Unz, Ron. “Sinking Our State.” Reason. (November 1994): 46.
. “Value Added; Immigrants are A Net Benefit to the Nation and A Natural
Republican Constituency - If the Party Doesn’t Blow It.” National Review 46, no.
21 (November 1994): 56-58.
Veerasingham, K. “World Roundup; A Sampling of the Reasons Why Some People
Move from Their Homelands to New Countries.” Canada and the World
Backgrounder, 60, no 3 (December 1994); 14-20.
Weisberger, Bernard. “A Nation of Immigrants.” American Heritage 45
(February-March 1994): 75-91.
Yang, Catherine. “Give Me Your Huddled...High-Tech PhDs; Are High-Skilled
Foreigners Displacing U.S. Workers?” Business Week, 6 November 1995, 161.
Ziv, Tal Ann and Bernard Lo. “Denial ofCare to Illegal Immigrants; Proposition 187 in
California.” The New EnglandJournal ofMedicine 332, no. 16 (20 April 1995);
1095.
Magazines
Barone, Michael. “Attention: Congress Acting Sensibly,” U.S. News & World Report, 20
March 1995, 44.
Bowermaster, David. “Closing the Golden Door.” U.S. News and WorldReport, 25
September 1995,42.
